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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
Recent public demands for accountability in education have resulted 
in an increased emphasis on performance evaluation. Because the principal 
is the leader of the school and his/her competencies are vital to the 
program's success or failure, principal performance evaluation is 
important. Yet despite the importance of principal evaluation, only 
22 states have statutes which require administrator evaluation (71). 
And little, if any, research has been conducted to determine the 
discrimination power of evaluation instrument items or to develop a 
means to select appropriate criteria for specific management situations. 
A review of the literature reveals numerous lists of competencies, 
skills, and behaviors used to rate principal performance (3,6,8,17,19, 
51,52,54,57,60,67,70,73). Sweeney (64) and Shoemaker and Fraser (62) 
summarized recent studies which have reached similar conclusions about 
the instructional leadership behaviors associated with effective schools. 
A comparative analysis of these lists of skills and competencies shows 
that most items are found on more than one list. 
No tests for the discrimination power of the items were reported 
for any of the instruments reviewed. However, based on the research 
of Menne and Tolsma (41), Hidlebaugji (20) states that, in order to have 
evidence that a rating scheme does in fact measure differences, an 
instrument must contain items that elicit similar responses from members 
of the group rating a particular individual and maximum differences among 
the individuals being rated. In other words, it is meaningless to base 
evaluation on a list of items on which all principals receive similar 
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ratings because such evaluation instruments do not help the évaluator 
to discriminate between high and low performance. 
Because principals work in many different types of schools, the 
situational context of leadership should also be considered when 
selecting criteria for evaluation. Fiedler's Contingency Theory 
postulates that effective leadership is the result of an interaction 
between the leader and the needs of the environment (5). Gates, Blanchard, 
and Hersey (15) supported the contention that there is no best style of 
leadership. Rowan, Dwyer, and Bossert (56) criticized many recent 
studies of effective principals because the role of contextual factors 
in shaping the relation between leadership and school effectiveness 
had been neglected. They argued for the inclusion of the contingency 
theory in future studies of school leadership. Bolton (1) felt that 
the forms and systems used in one organization may not be satisfactory 
in another system due to the differences in requirements and values of 
the organizations. To be as precise as possible, evaluation instruments 
should reflect the conditions in each school unit. Because no single 
checklist or evaluation instrument can be used successfully in all 
situations, some means to adapt the evaluation instrument to the 
particular management situation should be devised. 
Statement of the Problem 
Principal performance is important because of the crucial role the 
principal plays in the operation of the school. Despite much agreement 
on desirable principal competencies, little research has been done to 
identify the discrimination power of performance items or to 
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differentiate among management situations in the selection of evalua­
tion criteria. 
The problem for this study will be to identify items for the 
evaluation of school principals based upon item discrimination power 
and job situation. First, a list of principal competencies will be 
developed based on a complete and thorough review of research, an 
analysis of time logs of actual principal behavior, and a review of 
instruments currently used to evaluate principals. Next, a list of the 
discriminating items on this list of competencies will be identified 
using the methodology employed by Hidlebaugh (20) to develop a model 
multi-rater teacher performance evaluation system. A measure of the 
internal consistency of the discriminating items will be obtained. 
Finally, the issue of selecting appropriate criteria for specific 
management situations will be addressed by identifying the principal 
behaviors which teachers, principals, superintendents, and other 
evaluators of principals judge to be most important and appropriate to 
achieve certain goals in each of three different hypothetical school 
situations. 
The Hypotheses 
This study will attempt to identify discriminating items for use 
in principal performance evaluation. Rater response to three hypo­
thetical situations will be used to determine the effect of job situation 
on the perception of effective leadership behaviors of school principals. 
The study can be more specifically defined by the following research 
hypotheses : 
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1. There will be a difference in the discriminating power of the 
items on a principal performance evaluation instrument made up 
of items carefully selected from the literature and current 
instruments. 
2. There will be a difference between the items which discriminate 
for elementary principals and the items which discriminate for 
secondary principals. 
3. Some principal behaviors will be judged as more important and 
appropriate than others to accomplish the stated goal for each 
of three hypothetical situations. The situations can be 
described as very favorable, moderately favorable, and very 
unfavorable. The goals are 1) to increase student achievement 
on standardized tests, 2) to establish and maintain high teacher 
morale, and 3) to maintain student discipline and control. 
Definition of Terms 
Words often have different meanings depending on their context. 
The following definitions will be used in this investigation. 
1. Evaluation - making judgments regarding the value or goodness 
of certain events, behaviors, and/or results of behaviors (2). 
2. Measurement - the quantification of events, behaviors, or 
results of behaviors; it does not incorporate any judgment-making or 
require that any value system be applied. 
3. Principal performance evaluation - measurement by observation 
of the behavior of principals. Such an approach stresses what the 
principal does, not what he/she is. 
4. Rater - a member of a school organization who evaluates 
performance on an instrument designed for that purpose or who assesses 
the value or importance of a given behavior on an instrument designed 
for that purpose. 
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5. Rating - an estimate, made according to some systematized 
procedure, of the degree to which an individual performs a given task 
or of the importance of a given behavior in a specific situation to 
achieve a specific goal. 
6. Discriminating item - those items which elicit both similar 
responses from members of the group rating a particular principal, and 
maximum differences among the principals being rated. Such items will 
indicate differences among the principals rated. 
Delimitations of the Study 
All of the subjects who completed the item discrimination question­
naire were members of school organizations recently involved in an 
effort to improve learning througji performance appraisal and thus may 
have demonstrated a more positive disposition toward educational research 
than subjects chosen at random. 
Subjects who completed the job situation questionnaire were 
participants in one of several workshops designed to improve evaluation 
skills or members of the steering committee of a district actively 
involved in performance evaluation improvement. These raters too may 
have demonstrated a more positive disposition toward educational research 
than subjects chosen at random. 
Both groups of respondents were composed of teachers, principals, 
and superintendents or other central office personnel. In addition, 
instructional personnel from a state department of public instruction 
also completed the job situation questionnaire; however, these data were 
not analyzed, since a comparable group of raters did not complete the 
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item discrimination questionnaire. Subjects who completed the job 
situation questionnaire were informed both verbally and in writing of 
the purpose and results of the item discrimination questionnaire. No 
attempt was made to determine the influence of role on the responses 
of the subjects who completed either questionnaire. 
Teachers, principals, and superintendents or principal evaluators 
who completed the item discrimination questionnaire were asked to rate 
specific observable behaviors and not general skills, attitudes, or 
character traits of elementary and secondary principals in selected 
schools during March, 1982. A second group of raters completed the 
job situation questionnaire during the summer and fall of 1982. For 
each phase of the study, the same questionnaire was used for all raters 
(teachers, principals, superintendents, and other central office 
personnel), thus limiting the scope of behaviors considered to those 
behaviors that could be observed by all groups of raters. 
The measure of the importance and appropriateness of each principal 
behavior for each of the three hypothetical situations and three goals 
in the job situation questionnaire was the judgment and perception of 
the raters who completed the questionnaire. No attempt was made to 
assess general school climate ox student achievement as a measure of 
principal effectiveness. 
The Iowa State University Committee on the Use of Human Subjects in 
Research reviewed this project and concluded that the rights and welfare 
of the human subjects were adequately protected, that risks were out­
weighed by the potential benefits and expected value of the knowledge 
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sought, that confidentiality of data was assured, and that informed 
consent was obtained by appropriate procedures. 
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The Role of the Principal 
The principal plays an important role within any school organization. 
According to Lipham (29), "The leadership of the principal invariably 
has emerged as a key factor in the success of the school." Pharis (46) 
claimed that "The principal is the single most important determiner of 
educational climate in the school." Rosenberg (55) made the generaliza­
tion that "In analyzing American education, a very large number of 
observers are indeed in agreement that the school principal holds the 
most strategic position in the educational system." A Phi Delta Kappa 
research report (46) further supported these contentions with the 
conclusion that "The behavior of the designated leader is crucial in 
determining school success." Sweeney (65) and Shoemaker and Fraser (62) 
reported on several recent studies on leadership behavior in schools and 
concluded that the principal's performance was a determining factor in 
differentiating successful from unsuccessful schools. Perhaps Cawelti 
(4) most effectively described the importance of the building principal: 
"Appropriate leader behavior enhances student achievement." 
Numerous recent studies have focused on the behavior associated 
with instructional leadership in effective schools. Sweeney (65) 
summarized the results of eight major research studies on school effective­
ness: "Reading, Inner-City Children," Weber, 1971; "New York State 
Performance Review," 1974; "The California School Effectiveness Study," 
Madden and others, 1976; "ESSAA In-Depth Study," Wellisch and others, 
1978; "Search for Effective Schools," Edmonds, 1978; "School Systems 
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and Student Achievement," Brookover and others, 1979; "Secondary Schools 
and Their Effects on Children," Rutter and others » 1979; and "The 
School Improvement Project," Edmonds, 1979. Each study showed evidence 
that leadership behavior was positively associated with school outcomes. 
As a result of his review, Sweeney listed six leadership behaviors 
associated with school effectiveness: emphasizing achievement, setting 
instructional strategies, providing an orderly atmosphere, frequently 
evaluating student progress, coordinating instructional programs, and 
supporting teachers. Shoemaker and Fraser (62) reviewed five of the 
same studies: Weber, 1971; "New York State Performance Review," 1974; 
Rutter, 1979; Wellisch and others, 1978; Brookover and others, 1979. 
Five new studies were also included in their review: "The Maryland 
Study," Austin, 1978; "The Delaware Study," Venezky and Winfield, 1980; 
"The Philadelphia Study," Cooley, Kean, and others, 1978; "The New 
Haven Study," Humane, 1975; and "The Phi Delta Kappa Study," 1980. 
They reached similar conclusions, finding that effective schools were 
characterized by the principal's ability to exercise assertive achieve-
ment-oriented leadership, maintain an orderly, purposeful, and peaceful 
school climate, have consistently high expectations for staff and pupils, 
and assist the staff in developing and implementing well-designed 
instructional objectives and evaluation systems. "A reasonably exten­
sive body of evidence gathered by respected researchers through indepth 
study supports the proposition that the principal makes a difference in 
schools" (65). 
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Defining the role of the principal is not, however, as simple as 
summarizing the behaviors characteristic of a good instructional leader. 
Principals are expected to perform a wide variety of managerial duties. 
Howell (21) conducted a national survey on all levels of the principal-
ship in which he asked 163 principals to indicate their major activity 
each 30 minutes from 8:00 a.m. until 5:00 p.m. for two days. The 
superintendents of the principals were also asked to give their per­
ceptions of the principals' major responsibilities. Howell reported 
that the majority of the principals he studied were "found most often 
in the office responding to communications and engaged in other paper 
work." For elementary principals, an average of 40 percent of the time 
was spent on office responsibilities. Seifert and Beck (61) surveyed 
82 Texas elementary school principals and 246 teachers and found that 
principals devoted less than 50 percent of their time to instructional 
responsibilities. 
Other studies reported similar findings. Martin and Willower (34) 
employed a direct observation method for five hi^ school principals 
and reported that these principals spent only 17.4 percent of their time 
on the school's academic program. "Pupil control accounted for 23.8 
percent of the principal's time." Morris, Crowson, Hurwitz, and Porter-
Gehrie (43) shadowed 24 building principals in the Chicago public schools 
from 1977 to 1980. As many as 12 working days were spent closely 
observing each principal in the sample, which represented a wide 
distribution of elementary and secondary, large and small, and inner-
city and outer-city Chicago schools. They discovered that elementary 
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principals spent "80 percent of their workday in face-to-face inter­
changes with staff, faculty members, pupils and others, an additional 
8 percent of their time in telephone interactions, and 12 percent in 
desk work." These daily interactions typically were unplanned and very 
short. The authors concluded that the central focus of the principal's 
time was not direct instructional leadership behaviors such as classroom 
observation, teacher supervision, and inservice training. Instead, 
they found that "working principals engaged in instructional leadership 
more through indirection by creating an atmosphere in which teachers 
and learning can thrive." 
The time which principals devote to non-instructional duties has 
given rise to the debate over whether the principal's role is that of 
instructional leader or manager. McDaniel (37) claimed that the trend 
is for the principal to be a manager rather than an instructional leader. 
He cited the time studies of Howell (21) and Seifert and Beck (61) to 
support his contentions. However, McCleary (36) stated that "Those who 
have credentials as practitioners and/or a scholarly interest in the 
principalship tend to conceive of the role of principal as a balance 
of management and instructional leader." Roe and Drake (53) agreed 
that a balance is necessary. They presented a list of responsibilities 
and duties for principals which included ten major responsibilities for 
administration and management and nine major responsibilities for 
educational leadership. McCleary (36) presented the results of the 
National Senior High Principal Study and a national survey by the 
National Association of Elementary School Principals to illustrate 
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that principals believed they had a wide range of responsibilities. 
Elementary principals listed the following areas of 
responsibility in rank order as actually performed in 
terms of time allocated: 1) supervision, 2) administra­
tion, 3) clerical, 4) curriculum development, 5) community/ 
parent relations, 6) self-improvement, and 7) teaching. 
Secondary principals provided rankings of a slightly 
different set of responsibilities in terms of time 
allocated; 1) management, 2) staff/personnel, 3) activ­
ities, 4) student behavior, 5) program/curriculum, 
6) district assignments, 7) planning, 8) community 
relations, and 9) professional development. 
Manasse (32) argued that "The distinction between management and 
instructional leadership may be artificial." She believed that "effective 
schools require a sense of purpose and direction provided by well-
developed and articulated goals," and that the personal vision of an 
effective principal helped him/her to avoid "becoming consumed by the 
organizational maintenance requirements of the job." According to 
Manasse, effective principals usually do not permit themselves to lose 
sight of priorities. Their insight helps them to make management 
decisions that will promote student learning. She concluded: 
Appropriate management decisions in assigning students and 
teachers to classrooms, scheduling and allocating time, 
responding to staff proposals for experiment and innova­
tion, directing staff development, observing and evaluating 
teachers, developing behavior and discipline policies and 
scheduling extra-curricular activities generate and sustain 
commitment on the part of students and staff to the learning 
goals of the school. 
Martin and Willower (34) concurred with the assertion that tasks 
sometimes considered to be management tasks can contribute to the 
instructional program. For example, their definition of pupil control 
included the organizational mechanisms necessary to schedule student 
time, regulate their movement throughout the school and monitor their 
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behavior; in other words, to maintain an orderly climate, one of the 
instructional leadership behaviors identified by Sweeney (65) and 
Shoemaker and Fraser (62). They qualified any interpretation of the 
quantified time they reported by stating that "Structured observation 
does not lend itself to qualitative analysis, and, therefore, infrequently 
performed but vitally important tasks can be lost in a sea of numerical 
appraisal." 
According to Pinero (49), "Administrative tasks will continue to 
occupy some of the principal's time, but effective school administration 
requires that those tasks be performed in support of, rather than 
impediments to, instructional services." Effective principals are both 
managers and instructional leaders. This broad perspective of the 
principalship requires that valid evaluation instruments include 
instructional leadership behaviors and management functions. Recent 
research can contribute much to the selection of items within the 
instructional area. Items which describe management functions must be 
selected based on a rational analysis of a principal's job descriptions, 
evaluation instruments, and time-logs of critical work activities. 
A second major facet of defining the role of the principal also 
has implications for the selection of items for a principal performance 
evaluation instrument. In most cases, elementary and secondary principals 
encounter different work situations. Generally, secondary schools are 
larger than elementary schools; thus, the secondary principal is 
responsible for supervising greater numbers of pupils and teachers, 
communicating with more parents and maintaining a larger physical plant. 
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Size alone is also a contributing factor in differences in the nature 
of tasks such as scheduling and budgeting. The size of many secondary 
schools may also lead to a division, and thus specialization, of labor 
among administrators when assistant principals are employed to ease the 
work-load of the principal in specific assigned areas. 
Other differences between elementary and secondary schools are 
easily observed: 1) The secondary curriculum is more diversified than 
the curriculum found at the elementary level, and includes specialized 
areas such as home economics, industrial arts, foreign language, 
business, and driver education. 2) Secondary teachers have specific 
areas of expertise and can be given teaching assignments only in these 
areas. 3) Elementary programs have few extracurricular activities, 
while most secondary schools maintain extensive competitive inter-
scholastic athletic, speech, and music programs and numerous other 
subject-related, intramural, or special-interest student organizations 
and activities. 4) The discipline problems created by elementary and 
secondary students differ because of student ages. 5) More publics 
must be addressed by the secondary principal as community members become 
involved and interested in music, athletic, and drama programs and 
student work and scholarship programs. 
Two recent studies point out differences in elementary and secondary 
principals' roles as instructional leaders. Firestone and Herriott (14) 
conducted a study in which they asked teachers in 27 elementary and 23 
secondary schools in Pennsylvania to complete a questionnaire. "The 
results of the study suggest that some of the features that characterize 
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effective schools are significantly less prevalent at the secondary 
level than in elementary schools." Two differences were noted: 1) 
There was significantly less agreement on instructional goals at the 
secondary level than at the elementary level. 2) Teachers have a 
significantly greater influence over classroom management at the 
secondary level. Differences between the elementary and secondary 
principals' influence over program and the frequency of communication 
between principals and teachers about issues related to curriculum, 
discipline, and the management of specific children were negligible. 
However, Firestone and Herriott believed that influence over classroom 
management was central to the idea of instructional leadership and thus 
the finding of differences in this area was particularly meaningful. 
They attributed the findings to differences in the organizational 
structure of elementary and secondary schools due to several important 
factors: 1) size, 2) departmentalization, and 3) specialization. 
Brown (2) gathered data from 111 teachers, 80 students, and 72 parents 
representing six urban inner-city high schools to determine whether 
principals from high schools rated as improving would ejdiibit different 
leadership behaviors and instructional concerns than principals from 
maintaining/declining schools. The ratings of principals in both kinds 
of high schools were approximately the same, a finding which differs 
from the findings of the effective schools studies which were conducted 
largely in elementary schools. 
Although principals' work situations vary to a large degree, many 
functions performed by elementary and secondary principals are the same. 
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But there are also important functional differences. In a 1982 study 
of 39 elementary and secondary principals from school districts in 
widely varying geographic locations, Pinckney (48) asked 533 teachers 
to report the percentage of time a building administrator should spend 
performing each of the following six administrative functions: human 
resource management, instructional leadership, student behavior, school 
community relations, pupil personnel, and non-instructional management 
functions. The data indicated that elementary and secondary teachers' 
preferences were similar. However, the survey results presented by 
McCleary (36) in an earlier citation illustrated some of the ways in 
which elementary and secondary principals see themselves differently. 
Elementary principals listed supervision as their first responsibility 
in terms of time allocated, while secondary principals saw their first 
responsibility as management. The activities which ranked third and 
fourth on the secondary list — activities and student behavior — did 
not even appear on the elementary list. Howell (21) also reported a 
difference in the time allocated to various tasks by elementary and 
secondary principals. Since some differences apparently exist in the 
roles of the elementary and secondary principal, these differences 
should be reflected in the instrument used to evaluate the persons 
who fill these roles. 
Evaluation of Principals 
Purpose 
Because the principal is ultimately responsible for the learning 
processes of the whole school, effective principal performance 
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evaluation is especially important. "More systematic appraisal programs 
for teachers, a broader definition of accountability, and the increasing 
need for school systems to justify the increasing costs of education 
all have played a part in moving the role and functions of the educa­
tional administrator to the forefront" (38). Rising taxes and falling 
test scores have contributed to the public's demand for proof of 
increased effectiveness and have created what Nicholson (44) called 
the "accountability syndrome." Bolton (1) believed that "The public 
wants to hold the profession accountable for incompetent or ineffective 
members," and that this concern for accountability was the real reason 
for establishing personnel evaluation laws. Sapone (59), Hunt and 
Buser (23), Pharis (46), Rosenberg (55), and McCleary (35) all discussed 
the increased awareness of and interest in administrator evaluation 
and stressed the need for improved assessment techniques and procedures 
to meet the public's demands. 
Accountability to the public is only one reason for administrator 
evaluation. Performance appraisal should be a process for efficient 
planning to prevent or provide for the correction of errors (1). 
Evaluation can be conducted for several reasons: 
1) to establish a basis for change of individual behavior 
such that both personal satisfaction and organizational 
effectiveness are improved, 2) to collect factual information 
about performance in relation to specified objectives, and 
3) to assist in making decisions about compensation, 
promotion, transfer, or dismissal (36). 
Mclntyre (39) stated that evaluation has two main purposes; 1) it 
should support certain types of administrative decisions such as 
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re-employment, reassignment, promotion, or dismissal, and 2) it should 
improve the administrator's performance. 
Despite the public outcry for accountability, performance improve­
ment is probably the most important reason for establishing performance 
evaluation systems. In a comprehensive 1982 survey of the laws of all 
50 states, Wuhs (71) found that the improvement of performance was the 
most frequently stated purpose for the legislative statutes which 
established requirements for performance evaluation. Dismissal was the 
second most frequent reason. Only two states recorded accountability 
as a reason for performance appraisal. 
Legal requirements 
The public wants evidence that school personnel are effective in 
their jobs; and that if they are not effective, efforts are being made 
to either improve their performance or release them from their jobs. 
In this context, surprisingly, "Formal evaluation of school administrators 
is a recent development in the widespread movement toward educational 
accountability" (9). McDonald and others (38) found that in the early 
1970s, only nine states had legally mandated administrator evaluation as 
one component of the educational program. In 1982, Wuhs (71) found that 
22 states required administrator evaluation. She noted that nine states 
had mandated evaluation within the last several years and believed that 
such actions might indicate forthcoming mandates in other states. 
Interestingly, the majority of requirements for teachers and 
administrators were contained within the same ruling. For example. 
North Carolina's law called for the evaluation of "professional public 
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school employees," while the statute in Arkansas required that "any 
person, exclusive of the superintendent, who is required to hold a 
teaching certificate" be evaluated. In some states, such as California, 
administrator performance evaluation was required in a subsection within 
the teacher evaluation law. Wuhs (71) reported that 22 of the 26 states 
that required teacher evaluation also required administrator evaluation. 
No states were reported to require administrator evaluation without 
teacher evaluation. This situation was seen positively by Manatt (33), 
who believed that an effective teacher evaluation system was possible 
only if teacher evaluators were in turn evaluated by others. 
Wuhs (71) reached several important conclusions about the current 
state of teacher and administrator performance evaluation: 1) Because 
the requirements differed so greatly, evaluation of performance varied 
throughout the country. "Some of the requirements are explicit and 
complete while others are vague and/or buried within other requirements." 
2) Confusion about requirements continued to exist even in states that 
have had evaluation for a long period of time. 3) Some question existed 
about the implementation and compliance with laws mandating performance 
evaluation. It appeared that unless initial legislation was comprehensive 
and provided the authority for follow-up and verification, implementation 
might not occur. For example, Louisiana mandated evaluation in 1977, 
then passed a monitoring law in 1980 to give the State Department of 
Education the authority to oversee implementation. Monitoring became 
necessary because little progress in the implementation of the require­
ments had occurred in the previous three years. 
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Input from multiple raters 
Evaluation is a complex process that is not exact. As many people 
as possible should be involved in the evaluation process because the col­
lective judgment of the group can help to offset personal bias (9). The 
evaluation instrument used to gather data serves as a powerful diagnostic 
tool for those who supervise principals. Information obtained from 
external observers, teachers, and self-evaluations can be used by 
supervisory personnel in the coaching and counseling process designed 
to help principals improve their performance. 
Several studies and articles suggest that teachers should be 
involved in principal evaluation (9). Lewis (27) summarized a report 
by the National Education Association which stated that three out of 
four teachers believed that teachers should evaluate principals. 
Licata (28) pointed to "evidence that teacher assessments of the 
performance of principals relate significantly to school climate and 
certain school outcomes." Although teacher data should be considered 
"tentative" according to Licata, he believed that input from teachers 
should be included in any plan to improve the leadership abilities of 
school principals. Educational Research Service (9) cited the benefits 
of teacher participation by stating that the evaluation process should 
facilitate communication and staff participation, especially in the 
identification of needs, establishment of objectives, and assessment 
of organizational and individual performance. Lewis (27), Licata (28), 
Deal, Sombusch, and Crawford (7), Gaut (16), and Zakrajsek (72) all 
felt that a need existed for staff participation in principal evaluation. 
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Yet despite these arguments for teacher input, few systems reported in 
the literature incorporated such participation. Evaluation systems such 
as those discussed by Stow and Manatt (63), Sanacore (58), Sweeney (64), 
Sweeney and Stow (66), and Ellett (10) were exceptions. 
Self-evaluation may not be a reliable indicator of what kind of 
job a principal is doing; however, the process is not without value. 
Self-evaluation causes the rater to clarify his/her own perception of 
performance and to carefully review the evaluation criteria and standards 
being used to measure that performance. It also tends to reduce the 
threat of an external evaluator and to increase the potential for 
creativity and motivation (1). 
Current practice 
McDonald and others (38) placed the currently used processes for ad­
ministrator evaluation into two major categories: 1) those which used pre­
determined performance standards, and 2) those which employed individual 
job performance goals derived through cooperative efforts between the 
principal and the superordinate. An Educational Research Service Study 
(9) identified 12 basic types of evaluation procedures within these two 
major categories. Ludwig (31) added a third category which she entitled 
"informal" and defined as the absence of a formal evaluation system, 
A review of the literature supported the following generalizations 
about the evaluation systems currently in use. 
Philosophical assumptions Most evaluation systems shared common 
philosophical assumptions : 1) The principal's productivity can and 
should be evaluated (50). 2) Evaluation must be based on mutually 
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understood and accepted criteria (39) . 3) Standards of excellence 
should be designed to be used by the principal as yardsticks against 
which to measure performance (50) . 4) The evaluation process should 
provide each principal with insights into specific areas of strength, 
of needed improvement, and with guidance as to how to achieve greater 
effectiveness (55). 5) Evaluation programs can bring long-term bene­
ficial results by improving administrator performance (55) . 
Procedural steps Most formal evaluation systems involved four 
procedural steps according to Ludwig (31); 1) A pre-conference was held 
to review procedures. 2) A data gathering phase followed which may or 
may not have included formal or informal formative conferences. Self-
evaluation and teachers' ratings were sometimes, but not frequently, 
part of this step. 3) A summative conference was held in which the 
principal and superordinate reviewed the evaluation. New job targets 
were developed at this point if the system employed individual performance 
standards. 4) Systematic follow-up might be provided. 
Checklists The checklists developed to serve as rating instru­
ments in principal performance evaluation were based largely on content 
validity judgments by experts and practitioners. Specific sources 
included job descriptions published by professional organizations, 
compiled by researchers, or written by local school districts. Many 
of the most recently developed instruments included the results of the 
latest studies on effective schools. Extensive field tests were usually 
not conducted (69). The Georgia Principal Assessment System was one 
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notable exception (10). No tests of reliability were reported for any 
of the instruments reviewed. 
Item validity and discrimination power Many of the checklists 
and rating instruments reviewed were based on competency statements 
v^ich described exactly what activities the principal was expected to 
do in an instructional setting as a result of his/her training and 
experience (17). Such scales provided specific descriptors in place 
of global generalizations. Â rational analysis of these checklists 
showed that most items were found on more than one list (3,6,8,17,19, 
51,52,54,57,60,67,69,73). The most frequently evaluated behaviors were; 
maintains communication with community members and parents, follows 
district policies and state laws, conducts evaluation of the school 
program, evaluates staff, works cooperatively with staff members, holds 
regular staff meetings, helps teachers to utilize student achievement 
data, supervises student record keeping, maintains student discipline, 
establishes goals based on identified needs, schedules students and 
teachers, develops building budget, maintains building and grounds, 
provides instructional materials, encourages professional growth, and 
interviews and selects personnel. No consistent differences were 
evident between the items on the checklists designed to be used to 
evaluate elementary principals and those designed for use with secondary 
principals. A literature search found that apparently no research has 
been conducted to determine the discrimination power of the checklist 
items and competency statements or on the selection of criteria based 
on management situation. 
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Selection of Items with Discrimination Power 
Educators seem to agree on the competencies exhibited by good 
principals and to select items for principal evaluation instruments to 
reflect these competencies. However, content validity alone is not a 
sufficient criterion for item selection. Item discrimination power 
should also be considered to ensure that items are included which 
identify differences between the performance of different principals. 
Menne (40) listed three conditions which must be present in order 
to have evidence that a rating scheme does, in fact, measure differ­
ences: 1) there must be more than one rater; 2) the raters must closely 
agree on their ratings; and 3) the ratings must indicate differences 
between the persons rated. In regard to the first condition, he 
believed that "there is no check on a single rater that would give 
evidence that he is even rating the performance aspect intended." 
In discussing the second condition, Menne (40) used teacher 
performance as an example. He stated: 
The second condition means, for example, that if all 
raters indicated that a given teacher rated a score 
of four out of a possible five points on some performance 
aspect, such as 'well prepared for class,' then this 
consistency of raters indicates something may have been 
measured. On the other hand, if the ratings of the 
same teacher varied from one to five, then nothing 
has been measured — the average rating in such a 
situation would be a misleading statistic. Therefore, 
there must be a consistency or a low variance between 
raters. 
To illustrate the importance of the third condition, that ratings 
must indicate differences between the persons rated, Menne (40) again 
used an example based on teacher performance evaluation. However, his 
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statements can be generalized to refer to administrator performance 
evaluation as well. 
If all students in a class were asked the sex of their 
teacher, there would be consistency (low, or in this 
case, zero variance) in the responses of this group of 
student 'raters.' Other classes, with the same or 
different students, should also have a consistent 
response to the question. But if the teachers are 
not all of the same sex, there will be a difference 
in the responses between classes. So teacher ratings 
must be consistent and also must indicate differences 
between the performance of different teachers. 
Menne and Tolsma (41) stressed the importance of item discrimination 
for instruments used to measure characteristics of individuals by means 
of group or multi-rater responses. They noted that between-group and 
within-group variances are important characteristics when assessing 
whether a particular item on a group or multi-rater measuring instrument 
measures differences. Items which have a pattern of low within-group 
variance in relationship to the between-group variance are considered 
to be discriminating items. Menne and Tolsma stated: 
The percentage of the total sum of squares (SS) due to 
'between groups,' i.e., between teachers or principals, 
is an appropriate index of item discrimination. The 
between and the within-groups SS add to the total SS. 
Characteristics of one institution, classroom or 
teacher can be distinguished from those of another, 
provided the consensual responses made by the members 
of the respective groups are different. In other words, 
the items selected must be capable of (a) eliciting 
similar responses from members of the same group, and 
(b) eliciting different responses from members belonging 
to a different group when the groups in question have, 
in fact, been exposed to or have perceived dissimilar 
conditions. Therefore, whether or not an item contained 
in an instrument designed to measure group responses is 
a discriminating one can be inferred from the pattern 
of between-group and within-group variances. For 
discrimination, the within-group variance should be 
low in relationship to the between-group variance. 
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Performance must be measured before it can be evaluated. One way 
to ensure that performance has been measured is by making certain that 
the conditions for meaningful measurement, as outlined by Menne and 
Tolsma (41), are met. 
Job Situation 
Effective leadership is not easy to define and measure because good 
leadership means different things in different situations. "The bulk 
of evidence shows that no one style or type of leadership is con­
sistently more effective than another" (68). Gates, Blanchard, and 
Hersey (15) concurred when they said that "there is no single-purpose 
leadership style." Miskel (42) stated: "A principal's performance is 
apparently contingent upon various characteristics of the school's 
environment." McCleary (36) believed that: 
Within the educational community, the growing recognition 
of the centrality of the principal in school improvement 
is based upon the acceptance of the fact that there exists 
enormous situational specificity.... Some researchers 
suggest that it may not be useful or even accurate to 
talk about leadership effectiveness as something that can 
exist apart from specific situations. 
An ERIC Research Action Brief (11) summarized studies by Fiedler, King 
and Hoy, Lowell, and Piper and concluded that the "implications of these 
studies are that principals can do any of several things to increase 
their effectiveness as leaders, but insofar as leadership needs vary 
with different situations, there are no absolute guidelines for effective­
ness . " 
If one accepts the idea that different leadership styles are 
effective in different situations, appropriate criteria for evaluation 
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cannot be selected unless a determination is made about which behaviors 
are most effective in a given situation. Various classification schemes 
can provide a useful framework for the examination of leadership behavior 
and situation. 
Leadership behavior is often classified into two dimensions — 
behaviors centered around the needs, goals, and performance of people, 
and behaviors centered around the needs, goals, and performance of 
organizations. Hoy and Miskel (22) provided a more detailed explanation 
of these two dimensions by citing Halpin and Winer's definitions of 
consideration, the people aspect of leadership, and initiating structure, 
the organizational facet of leadership. Halpin and Winer defined 
consideration as "friendship, mutual trust, and respect and warmth in 
the relationship between the leader and subordinates." Another term 
often applied to this dimension of leadership is human-relations. 
Halpin and Winer defined initiating structure, or task-oriented 
leadership, as the leader's ability to develop well-defined patterns 
within an organization which assist each member in defining his/her 
role and help to maintain effective channels of communication and 
methods of procedure. 
Fiedler and Mahor (13) provided a useful framework for examining the 
relationship between situation and the two major dimensions of leader­
ship. He felt that it was generally accepted in organizational psychology 
that different situations required different types of leaders and 
suggested in the Contingency Theory of Leadership Effectiveness that 
effectiveness depended on how well a leader's style — or way of doing 
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things — fit the needs of a specific situation. Chemers and Skrzypek 
(5) elaborated on Fiedler's Contingency Theory by stating that the 
leader's opportunity to influence or control the group's activities 
depended on situational favorableness. The favorableness of a situa­
tion is based on three variables: 1) member's respect and liking for 
the leader, 2) task structure, and 3) the power which an organization 
vests in the leadership position. As the presence of these three 
factors increases, so does the favorability of the situation. If all 
three factors are present to a high degree, the situation is considered 
very favorable. If all three factors are absent, the situation is 
deemed very unfavorable. It is also possible for a variety of inter­
mediate, or moderately favorable, conditions to exist. Fiedler and Mahor 
(13) cautioned that no simple correlation existed between situational 
favorability and leadership effectiveness. However, they stated that in 
general, evidence suggested that human-relations oriented leaders were 
most effective in moderately favorable situations, while task-oriented 
leaders performed relatively more effectively in very favorable or 
very unfavorable situations. 
In a favorable situation, the leader has a predictable environment. 
He/she has the support of the group, a task that is highly structured 
so that everyone knows exactly what to do and how to do it, and a rela­
tively hi^ position of power which enables him/her to back up authority 
with reward or punishment. Fiedler and Mahor (13) believed that "this 
type of situation is best for the task-motivated leader." Moderately 
favorable situations present a mixture of problems. A leader may have 
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the support of the group, but the task may be unstructured or ambiguous 
and the power position may be weak. Or, the power may be high, but the 
group may be nonsupportive. A relationships-motivated leader is most 
effective in this situation, since diplomacy and concern for the feel­
ings of the group are needed to obtain cooperation and avoid conflict. 
Very unfavorable situations present the most challenge. The task is 
unstructured, the group is usually not supportive, and there is little 
formal power. According to Fiedler, "Task-motivated people enjoy the 
challenge of an unfavorable situation and perform better under stress. 
Relationship-motivated people are too concerned about stepping on other 
people's toes." 
Langdale (26) concurred with Fiedler. His study of 17 non-school 
organizations showed that the appropriateness of a task-oriented or 
human-relations style of leadership was "moderated by the goals of the 
organization, its task, its size, its members' personalities, and the 
stress factors to which it is subjected." He found that "enduring 
organizations actually exhibit either a more task-oriented or more 
human-relations climate depending upon the situational constraints 
under which these organizations operate." 
The Situational Leadership Theory formulated by Gates, Blanchard, 
and Hersey (15) supports the contention that there is no best style 
of leadership. This theory adds a new perspective to Fiedler's frame­
work for examining situational leadership by considering the maturity 
of the subordinate when determining the type of leader behavior which 
is most appropriate for a specific situation. "Situational Leadership 
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Theoiry is based upon an interplay among 1) the amount of direction 
(task behavior) a leader gives, 2) the amount of socio-emotional 
support (relationship behavior) a leader provides, and 3) the maturity 
level that the followers exhibit on a specific task." Maturity is 
defined in the Situational Leadership Theory as a group's capacity 
to set high but attainable goals, willingness and ability to take 
responsibility, and education and/or experience. 
According to this theory, as the maturity level of the subordinates 
increases in terms of accomplishing a specific task, leaders should 
reduce task behavior and increase relationship behavior. A leader can 
reduce both task and relationship behaviors when subordinates esdiibit 
a high level of maturity, while both sets of behaviors must be increased 
when working with a group of low maturity level. Gates, Blanchard, and 
Hersey (15) concluded that "Flexible and balanced use of task and 
relationship behaviors is beneficial for both organizational produc­
tivity and personal satisfaction." 
Some generalizations can be made about the perceptions of what 
constitutes effective leadership. Kunz and Hoy (25) found in a study 
of 50 randomly selected secondary schools in New Jersey that most 
effective principals were strong in both task and human-relations 
behaviors. However, the two were not found to be equally important to 
teachers and administrators. Superintendents and other principal 
supervisors were found to favor task-oriented behavior, while teachers 
showed a preference for human-relations behavior. Langdale (26) asserted 
that subordinates within an organization generally perceive a 
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human-relations atmosphere to be more effective than an authoritarian 
one. In a more recent study, Pinckney (48) reported similar findings. 
Bolton (1) cited research to show that faculty satisfaction with all 
aspects of the teaching situation was greater in schools where 
principals showed person-oriented behavior. However, he then raised 
an interesting question about these findings by noting that the results 
were correlational rather than experimental. 
As such, it is difficult to determine whether the principals 
who were person-oriented felt they could eîdiibit such 
behavior because the faculty were already task-oriented. 
Without such information, it is difficult to know whether 
one should be task-oriented until productivity is high and 
then become more people-oriented or to be people-oriented 
with the hope that satisfaction with this orientation will 
lead to high productivity. 
To date, little has been done to use what is known about the situa­
tional nature of leadership in the selection of evaluation criteria for 
specific work situations. Experts agree that more research is needed. 
Hanson (18) called for additional research within the field of education 
to provide more knowledge about leadership effectiveness in specific 
situations. He believed that "given the wide-ranging environments of 
our school settings...research that focuses on a better understanding 
of the relationship between leadership styles and organizational situa­
tions seems to be a natural and necessary endeavor." Rowan, Dwyer, and 
Bossert (56) indicated that one problem with recent studies of school 
effectiveness was that the research designs used had "neglected the 
role of contextual factors in shaping the relation between leader and 
school effectiveness.... Little effort has been made to investigate 
the possibility that different styles of leadership lead to effectiveness 
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in different settings." Miskel (42) expressed the opinion that an 
important contribution to our knowledge of administrator performance 
could be made by relating principal performance and school situation 
variables. 
The implication is, of course, that evaluation schemes 
for principals should include a measure of the situational 
factors. This would allow for the situational effects to 
be partialed-out and result in a better indication of the 
actual contributions made by the individual principal. 
Summary 
Experts agree that the principal plays a key role in the success 
or failure of the school program. Recent research has identified 
instructional leadership behaviors associated with effective schools. 
However, the principal must be more than an instructional leader; he/she 
must also perform the management functions necessary for the successful 
day-to-day operation of the school. A good principal must be both an 
instructional leader and a manager. 
The role of the elementary and the secondary principal may differ 
due to the situational factors of size, student age, specialization of 
curriculum and staff, and extracurricular programs. Frequently, an 
assistant principal is hired to handle a specific area of the administra­
tion of a secondary school. 
Because of the importance of the principal in a school organiza­
tion, principal performance evaluation is important. Although the 
public's demand for accountability has created an increased interest 
in evaluation, the most frequent reason state legislatures give for 
requiring administrative evaluation is performance improvement. 
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Evaluation is also conducted to provide information for personnel 
decisions. 
Some generalizations can be made about the performance evaluation 
systems currently used by many districts. Most employ a cycle which 
includes a pre-conference, data collection, a summative conference for 
the discussion of a rating based on pre-established criteria in check­
list form, and follow-up. Although research indicates that teacher 
participation could facilitate communication and provide a source of 
relevant information, few systems incorporate teacher input. 
Leadership needs vary with different situations. Fiedler's 
Contingency Theory of Leadership Effectiveness states that a leader's 
effectiveness depends on how well his/her style fits the needs of a 
specific situation. He categorized the favorableness of situations 
and cited evidence to suggest which types of leadership behavior were 
most effective for each situational category; human-relations oriented 
leaders are more effective in very favorable or very unfavorable 
situations, and task-oriented leaders are most successful in moderately 
favorable situations. Blanchard and Hersey added an additional 
component to the analysis of leadership effectiveness and situation 
with their consideration of subordinate maturity as a situational 
factor. Performance evaluation is imprecise, partially because of 
the lack of discriminating measurement tools for specific situa­
tions. Clearly, as several well-known educators have indicated, a need 
exists for additional research to relate evaluation and school situational 
variables. 
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CHAPTER III. METHODS 
This study selected criteria for the evaluation of school principals 
based upon item discrimination and job situation. Two questionnaires 
were administered to superintendents, other central office personnel 
who evaluate principals, teachers, and principals. The questionnaires, 
subjects who participated, data collection procedures, and statistical 
analyses are reviewed in this chapter. 
The first phase of the study was designed to identify discriminating 
items. Educators used a five-point, Likert-type scale to rate the 
performance of a designated principal on each of the behaviors described 
in 50 items. The data from this questionnaire were then analyzed using 
the Menne and Tolsma (41) method to determine item discrimination power 
as applied by Hidlebaugh (20). Items which discriminated at the .05 
level of significance were identified. 
The second phase of the investigation asked a different group of 
raters to judge the importance and appropriateness of 10 principal 
behaviors (described by items selected as discriminating by the first 
questionnaire) in each of three situations to accomplish one of three 
specified goals. Fiedler's Contingency Theory in Chemers and Skrzypek (5) 
and Gates, Blanchard, and Hersey's Situational Leadership Theory (15) were 
used to design three hypothetical school situations designated as very 
favorable, moderately favorable, and very unfavorable based on the leader's 
formal authority, the nature of the interpersonal relationship between the 
leader and the group, and the group's maturity. Three goals were 
specified; 1) to increase student achievement on standardized tests. 
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2) to establish and maintain teacher morale, and 3) to maintain student 
discipline and control. The design used to analyze the data for the 
questionnaire was a split-plot with repeated measures (24). 
Construction of the Questionnaires 
Item discrimination questionnaire 
The item discrimination questionnaire, the first phase of the study 
(Appendix A), consisted of 50 items which described behaviors associated 
with effective principals. The items were selected based on a study of 
the research on effective schools (62,65) and sample evaluation instru­
ments which appeared in the literature (3,6,8,17,19,51,52,54,57,60, 
67,70,73), an analysis of over 30,000 hours of critical work activities 
logged by principals in the schools participating in the School Improve­
ment Model Project (SIM) (30), and a review of instruments currently used 
to evaluate principals (on file in E 005 Quadrangle, Iowa State Uni­
versity) . 
The behaviors identified by Sweeney (65) and Shoemaker and Fraser 
(62) as contributing to student achievement were placed into five 
categories: sets instructional strategies/emphasizes achievement, 
supports teachers, coordinates instructional program, provides orderly 
atmosphere, and evaluates pupil progress. Five additional categories 
were then developed to represent necessary management activities which 
may or may not have a direct and measurable effect on student achieve­
ment; promotes professional growth, maintains plant facilities, performs 
administrative duties, maintains schoo1-community relations, and 
supervises student personnel. Next, several performance items were 
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written to further describe each category. This taxonomy was used to 
ensure that all principal responsibilities were included in the 
questionnaire, that the number of items included was appropriately 
weighted for each major category, and for reporting results. When 
the questionnaire was constructed, the items were randomly ordered so 
that the categorization of items would not be apparent to the rater. 
Separate instructions were prepared for superintendents or others 
who evaluate principals who were asked to rate the principals they 
supervised, for principals, who were asked to complete a self-evaluation, 
and for teachers, who were asked to rate their building principal. In 
the instructions, subjects were asked to rate the designated principalis 
performance on each item on a five-point, Likert-type scale: never 
or strongly disagree, seldom or disagree, sometimes or neither agree 
nor disagree, often or agree, and always or strongly agree. All subjects 
were instructed to make no response to an item that they believed they 
were unable to observe. 
The questionnaire was first administered to a volunteer group of 
graduate students enrolled in Educational Administration 581X at Iowa 
State University in January, 1982. Students were asked to complete 
the questionnaire and to comment on the appropriateness of the items 
and the clarity of the instructions. No changes were found to be 
necessary after this pilot test. 
Job situation questionnaire 
The first step in constructing the job situation questionnaire, 
the second phase of this study (Appendix B), was to develop three 
36 
hypothetical situations based on the factors used by Fiedler and Mahor 
(13) to classify the favorableness of group situations and the ideas of 
Gates, Blanchard, and Hersey (15) concerning group maturity. The 
variables which were changed for each situation were leader-member 
relations and group maturity. Since all principals theoretically have 
the same vested authority, the formal power position of the leader was 
not a variable that could be manipulated. 
Task structure was not changed for each situation; instead, 
subjects rated all three situations for one specified goal or task. 
Task structure was measured by the extent to which the goal could be 
clearly specified, verified, and programmed step by step. Using this 
definition, the goal of improving student achievement on standardized 
tests was considered to be the most structured task; the goal of 
maintaining student discipline and control was considered to be less 
structured; and the goal of establishing and maintaining teacher morale 
was considered the least structured of the three goals used in this 
investigation. 
The leader-member relationship was clearly defined for each situa­
tion as 1) "mutual respect and liking," 2) "some criticism of the 
principal by teachers," and 3) "open disagreement with some personal 
animosity." 
The group maturity of each situation also differed. Teachers in 
the very favorable situation were more mature and demonstrated the 
ability to set high goals and take responsibility. They also had more 
experience in the same building than teachers in the other two situations 
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where the hypothetical schools had experienced a high turnover rate. 
Teachers in the very unfavorable situation were the least mature group, 
while the moderately favorable situation featured a staff less mature 
than the one in the very favorable situation but more mature than the 
teachers in the very unfavorable scenario. 
In addition, other situational elements were also varied in the 
three situations: availability of materials, parental involvement, and 
support and economic conditions. In all cases, the purpose of manipulat­
ing these situational variables was to provide the rater with a clear 
understanding of the degree of favorableness in each situation. 
Next, the data from the item discrimination questionnai re were 
analyzed using the methodology employed by Hidlebaugh (20) to identify 
discriminating items. These items were then classified as either task 
or human-relations based on the definitions of Halpin and Winer as 
stated in Hoy and Miskel (22). Only discriminating items were given 
further consideration for inclusion in the job situation questionnaire. 
The final selection of 10 items was based on two considerations: 1) Some 
items were selected which related specifically to the attainment of each 
of the three goals. 2) Some items identified as task and some items 
identified as human-relations were included. 
All subjects were instructed to rate the appropriateness and the 
importance of the behavior described in each of the 10 selected items 
for each of the three situations for one of the three goals. Thus, 
each subject who completed the survey rated each item three times, for 
a total of 30 responses. 
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The questionnaire was field tested by administering it to the 
steering committee for the performance evaluation system of the rural 
Mississippi school districts of Holly Springs Municipal Separate School 
District and North Panola Consolidated Schools. After the survey was 
completed by this group, instructions were revised to increase clarity, 
and the numbering system used to record answers was changed to make 
responses easier to record. 
Selection of Sample and Collection of Data 
Item discrimination questionnaire 
All subjects who completed the item discrimination questionnaire 
were members of a school organization involved in an effort to improve 
student learning through performance appraisal. Richard P. Manatt, 
Professor of Professional Studies at Iowa State University, served as 
a consultant in each of these school systems. Surveys and attached 
instructions were sent to a designated field coordinator in each 
district for distribution to staff members and administrative personnel. 
Local school officials did not review the completed questionnaires. 
Instead, all data were returned to Professor Manatt for processing. 
All data were collected in March, 1982. The school organizations 
that participated in the item discrimination portion of this investiga­
tion and the number of educators who completed the survey for each 
district are shown in Table 1. 
Job situation questionnaire 
Subjects who completed the second phase of the study, the job 
situation questionnaire, were participants in one of four workshops 
Table 1. Subjects completing the item discrimination questionnaire 
All All 
District 
Elementary Secondary 
raters principals Raters Principals Raters Principals 
1. Berea City School District 
Berea, Ohio 
2. Two rural Mississippi districts; 
Hollysprings Municipal Separate 
School District 
Hollysprings, Mississippi 
North Panola Consolidated Schools 
Sardis, Mississippi 
3. Pasadena Unified School District 
Pasadena, California 
4. Minneapolis Public Schools 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 
5. Breck Independent Schools 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 
6. Northfield Public Schools 
Northfield, Minnesota 
7. Spirit Lake Community Schools 
Spirit Lake, Iowa 
TOTALS 
413 16 188 11 225 
195 
68 
167 
34 
89 
48 
5 
14 
102 
32 
74 
8 
40 
14 
3 
1 
93 
36 
93 
26 
49 
34 
1,014 55 458 30 556 25 
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conducted by Manatt during the summer of 1982. The purpose of the work­
shops was to improve the performance evaluation skills of those in 
attendance. Twelve educators who were members of the performance 
evaluation steering committee of the Dixon Community School District, 
Dixon, Illinois, also completed the survey. At each workshop, and in 
Dixon, Manatt administered the questionnaire. Raters were provided 
with a written copy of the instructions which Manatt reinforced and 
clarified with oral directions. Completed questionnaires were collected 
immediately. 
Details concerning the collection of data for the job situation 
questionnaire follow: 
1. One hundred and three central office personnel and building 
principals from 24 central Pennsylvania public school districts completed 
the survey at a workshop sponsored by the Capital City Intermediate 
Educational Unit in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, on June 28 through July 2, 
1982. 
2. Eighty-one teachers, principals, and superintendents from 12 
New York districts completed the survey at a workshop sponsored by the 
Northern Westchester County Board of Cooperative Educational Services 
(BOCES) in Putnam, New York, on August 11, 12, 13, and 16-17, 1982. 
3. Ninety-one principals and central office personnel from 12 Long 
Island public school districts completed the survey at a workshop 
sponsored by the Suffolk BOCES in Dix Hills, New York, on July 8-9 and 
July 14-16, 1982. 
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4. Ninety-two superintendents, principals, and teachers completed 
the survey at a workshop sponsored by the Novato Unified School District, 
Marin County, and the Garvey Elementary School District at Rosemead, 
California, on August 20 and 21, 1983. 
5. Twelve teachers and principals who were members of the performance 
evaluation steering committee of the Dixon Community Schools completed 
the survey at a committee meeting on September 11, 1982, in Dixon, 
Illinois. 
Treatment of Data 
Item discrimination questionnaire 
Hidlebaugh's (20) application of the Menne and Tolsma (41) 
methodology for determining item discrimination in instruments using 
group responses was used to identify which of the 50 items on the item 
discrimination questionnaire discriminated among principals. According 
to Hidlebaugh, this procedure is advantageous because it is more 
pragmatic to use the percentage of the total sum of squares due to 
between-groups as an appropriate discrimination index since the ratio 
of between to within-group mean squares, under the usual analysis of 
variance assumptions, varies as the F statistic and is also influenced 
by the size of the sample. 
By definition, for an item to discriminate, a certain minimum 
percentage of the total sum of squares must be due to the variance 
between principals. The minimum percentage was established for this 
investigation based on the assumption of a minimum of 15 raters for 
each principal. It was necessary to operate on the basis of this 
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theoretical minimum because Menne and Tolsma (41) stated that, "If an 
item is a discriminating one in a situation involving a few small 
groups, then it will also be capable of discriminating among more 
numerous and/or larger groups. The reverse, of course, is not true." 
It is possible for an item to be discriminating in a situation where 
there are several large groups but not be discriminating in a situation 
involving a few small groups. The Tn-i-niim-nn of 15 was selected based on 
the assumption that in a two-section elementary building, the principal 
would be rated by 13 teachers and his/her superintendent or supervisor, 
and would complete a self-evaluation. Since secondary schools usually 
employ more teachers than elementary schools, the minimum of 15 raters 
is also appropriate for secondary principals. The sources of data 
analyzed to determine item discrimination are shown in Table 2. 
The rationale for establishing 13 percent as a minimum percentage 
for identifying discriminating items at the .05 level of significance 
is shown in Table 3. This procedure is identical to the methodology 
employed by Hidlebaugh (20) . 
This 13 percent figure was determined algebraically as follows: 
Source DF ss M F 
Between groups 2-1 = 1 X 
100-x/28 
4.20 
1 
Within groups 2(15-1) = 28 100-x 
Total 29 100 
Table 2. Sources of data used to determine item discrimination after theoretical minimum of 15 
was established 
All All 
District 
Elementary Secondary 
raters principals Raters Principals Raters Principals 
1. Berea City School District 
Berea, Ohio 
2. Two rural Mississippi districts: 
Hollysprlngs, Mississippi 
Sardls, Mississippi 
3. Pasadena Unified School District 
Pasadena, California 
4. Minneapolis Public Schools 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 
5. Breck Independent Schools 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 
6. Northfleld Public Schools 
Northfleld, Minnesota 
7. Spirit Lake Community Schools 
Spirit Lake, Iowa 
TOTALS 
341 
185 
43 
73 
19 
66 
21 
11 
4 
1 
117 
107 
18 
28 
1 
0 
224 
78 
25 
73 
19 
38 
21 
1 
4 
1 
2 
748 29 270 12 478 17 
kh 
Therefore: 
100-x = 4.20 
28 
. - 4.20 ^  
28 X = (4.20) (100-x) 
28 X = 420 - 4.20 x 
(28 + 4.20) X = 420 
32.2 X = 420 
X = 13.04 
100 — X = 86.96 
Table 3. Analysis of variance for two groups with 15 subjects per group 
Source DF SS MS 
Between groups 2-1 13% 22 
^^^87/28 = 4.20* 
Within groups 2(15-1) = 28 87% 87 28 
Total 29 100% 
*The critical F value with 1 and 28 degrees of freedom at the .05 
level is 4.20. 
A between-group minimum percentage of the total sums of squares 
sufficient to discriminate at the .05 level of significance is 13 percent. 
This minimum percentage assumes that the item distinguishes between two 
principals each rated by 15 respondents. Many more groups and raters 
were included in the data analyzed for this study. Based upon the 
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assumptions of Menne and Tolsma (41), one can therefore conclude that 
items selected using the 13 percent criteria will be discriminating 
items. 
The use of the theoretical minimum of 15 raters for each principal 
made it necessary to discount the data for 26 principals who were rated 
by fewer than 15 persons. The decision to disregard these data was based 
on two considerations. 1) A representative sample of raters must be 
obtained for each principal if the data are to be interpreted as 
accurately reflecting the performance of the principal in question. 
Many of the principals who were rated by fewer than 15 persons had many 
more raters available, thus the small sample may not have been representa­
tive of all possible raters. 2) It was judged that most principals work 
in a situation which would enable them to obtain 15 ratings. Therefore, 
the outcome of the data analysis based on a Tm'n-fmiTm number of 15 raters 
provided the most practical and realistic information for selecting items 
for the job situation questionnaire. 
A caution about the use of this technique is necessary. For the 
purposes of this investigation, discriminating items were selected based 
on the analysis of data for all principals rated by 15 or more raters. 
Due to the large number of raters for whom data were analyzed, it is 
believed that the items identified as discriminating in this study are 
representative of items which measure differences between principals. 
However, the same items may not be discriminating for principals rated 
by fewer raters or for any two specific principals within the group. 
For example, if a school district wanted to determine which items 
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discriminate between the principals in that district, it would be 
necessary to complete the questionnaire and analyze the data based on 
the number of raters completing the questionnaire for the designated 
principals. 
A Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient was calculated for all 
items identified as disciriminating at the .03 level of significance 
to provide an estimate of the internal consistency of these items. The 
Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient was selected as the most appro­
priate measure of internal consistency because subjects were asked to 
rate each designated principal's performance on each item on a five-
point, Lickert-type scale. 
Job situation questionnaire 
The data from the job situation questionnaire were analyzed using 
a split-plot with repeated measures design (24). The non-repeated 
measurement was each goal: 1) to increase student achievement on 
standardized tests, 2) to establish and maintain teacher morale, and 
3) to maintain student discipline and control. The repeated measurement 
was situation: 1) very favorable, 2) very unfavorable, and 3) moderately 
favorable. Each subject rated all 10 items for all three situations, 
but was asked to consider only one of the three goals. The data for 
situations and goals were analyzed separately using the ANOVA procedure 
of the Statistical Analysis System. Duncan's multiple range test was 
calculated to locate the means which differed significantly after a 
significant F-ratio had been found in the ANOVA. 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 
Introduction 
The basic problem for this study was to identify items for the 
evaluation of school principals based upon item discrimination power 
and job situation. To accomplish this goal, two questionnaires were 
used to collect data from principals, teachers, superintendents, and 
other administrators responsible for evaluating principals. Subjects 
were members of school organizations involved in an effort to improve 
student learning through performance appraisal or participants in one 
of four workshops designed to improve the performance evaluation skills 
of those in attendance. School and workshop locations included a broad 
geographic area within the United States. 
The study was conducted in two phases. During the first phase of 
the study, subjects from eight school districts used a five-point, 
Likert-type scale to rate the performance of a designated principal on 
each of 50 items. Items which discriminated at the .05 level of 
significance were identified using the Menne and Tolsma method (41) 
to determine item discrimination power. In the second phase of the 
study, a different group of raters judged the importance and appropriate­
ness of 10 principal behaviors (identified as discriminating in the 
first part of the study) in three specific job situations to accomplish 
one of three specified goals. The statistical technique used to analyze 
the data from this questionnaire was a split-plot design with repeated 
measure. 
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All of the data collected were not analyzed. A theoretical 
of 15 raters for each principal was established for the item discrimina­
tion questionnaire because it is possible for an item to be discriminating 
in a situation where there are several large groups but not discriminating 
in a situation involving a few small groups. A total of 1,014 subjects 
rated 55 principals in the original data set of phase one of the study. 
Results are reported for the 29 principals rated by 748 subjects after 
the criterion of the theoretical minimum had been met. Data were also 
analyzed for 379 subjects who completed the job situation questionnaire. 
The information obtained from subjects employed by the New York State 
Department of Education was not included in this analysis since a 
comparable group of raters did not complete the item discrimination 
questionnaire. 
In this chapter, each of the research hypotheses presented in 
Chapter I will be restated and the results of the statistical tests 
used will then be displayed in table form. Instruments used in data 
collection can be found in Appendices A and B. 
Item Discrimination Questionnaire 
Research hypothesis 1 
Research hypothesis 1 stated that there would be a difference in 
the discriminating power of the items on a principal performance evalua­
tion instrument made up of items carefully selected from the literature 
and current instruments. In order to determine if the discrimination 
power of the items differed, Hidlebaugh's (20) adaptation of the Menne 
and Tolsma methodology (41) for determining the discrimination index 
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for items in instruments using group responses was applied to all 50 
items on the instrument using the responses of all raters for both 
elementary and secondary principals. This analysis indicated that a 
total of 49 items had a sum of squares between-groups variance equal 
to or exceeding 13 percent of the total sums of squares variance, the 
criterion established for discrimination at the .05 level of significance 
as described in Chapter III. Thus, the data indicated that 49 of 50 
items on the item discrimination questionnaire discriminated, or 
measured differences, between principals. The Cronbach alpha reliability 
coefficient calculated to determine the internal consistency of all 
items with a discrimination value equal to or exceeding 13 percent was 
equal to .982. The discrimination value of each item is shown in Table 4. 
Research hypothesis 2 
Research hypothesis 2 stated that there would be a difference 
between the items which discriminate between elementary principals and 
the items which discriminate between secondary principals. To determine 
if the discrimination power of the items differed between these two 
groups, the Hidlebaugh (20) adaptation of the Menne and Tolsma methodology 
(41) for determining the discrimination index for items in instruments 
using group responses was applied to each item, once using the responses 
of those who rated elementary principals and again for the responses of 
those who rated secondary principals. These analyses indicated that 
for elementary principals, a total of 45 items had a sum of squares 
between-groups variance equal to or exceeding 13 percent of the total 
sums of squares variance, the criterion established for discrimination 
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Table 4. Item discrimination values in percent for combined elementary 
and secondary principals (analysis based on 478 subjects in 
29 groups) 
Item 
Item discrimination 
number Item in percent^ 
1 The principal provides materials and 
resources necessary for the instruc­
tional program. 14 
2 The principal uses evaluation findings 
to make decisions to expand, revise, 
or suspend program. 17 
3 The principal organizes a system in which 
teachers work cooperatively to develop 
and implement instructional objectives. 18 
4 The principal regularly inspects plant 
facilities to check conditions and 
corrects unsafe or unsatisfactory 
conditions. 18 
5 The principal interprets school policies 
and procedures to parents and informs 
them of changes that occur- 16 
6 The principal schedules meetings with staff 
to discuss responsibilities, assignments, 
or changes. 16 
7 The principal takes a strong interest in 
teachers* professional development. 24 
8 The principal provides parents with 
regular reports of their child's progress 
and encourages them to confer frequently 
with staff members. 14 
9 The principal keeps students informed of 
the school's goals, policies, and 
activities. 17 
^13% equals discrimination at the .05 level of significance; 
22% equals discrimination at the .01 level of significance. 
Table 
Item 
numbe 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
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Continued 
Item 
discrimination 
Item in percent^ 
The principal maintains a well-organized, 
comprehensive and continuous student 
testing program. 16 
The principal promotes activities to 
identify, analyze, and solve instruc­
tional problems. 21 
The principal encourages a free and open 
flow of comments, suggestions, and 
recommendations from staff. 24 
The principal schedules instructional 
space for maximum utilization and strives 
for minimum disruption of instruction. 20 
The principal provides supervisory 
assistance at student activities. 14 
The principal makes regular, systematic, 
and cooperative appraisals of each staff 
member's performance, always including 
a follow-up conference. 22 
The principal assigns responsibilities 
and duties equitably and bases assignments 
on the skills and capabilities of staff 
members. 16 
The principal asks for teacher input con­
cerning the changing needs for time and 
space for various instructional purposes. 18 
The principal keeps the community well-
informed concerning the school's 
activities, needs, and opportunities. 19 
The principal demonstrates knowledge of 
the teaching/learning process and gives 
information or provides assistance from 
others. 22 
Table 
Item 
nimbe 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
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Continued 
Item 
dis cri mi nation 
Item in percent^ 
The principal defines goals and objectives 
of the school and works toward articula­
tion between schools and grades. 22 
The principal collects, organizes, and 
interprets data concerning other than 
teacher influences on learning. 15 
The principal recognizes and supports 
differences in teachers and teaching 
styles. 17 
The principal discusses duties and 
responsibilities with teachers before 
assignment and on a continuous basis. 20 
The principal protects staff from 
unreasonable demands by parents and/or 
community members. 19 
The principal encourages teachers to use 
community resources and enlists community 
support for school projects. 11 
The principal provides support and 
direction for those staff members 
seeking to improve their skills. 19 
The principal supervises student record 
keeping and handling of official forms 
and documents. 18 
The principal informs staff of school 
policies and procedures. 17 
The principal encourages teachers to 
try innovative ideas and keeps staff 
informed of the latest educational 
developments. 16 
The principal provides a variety of 
instructional programs to meet 
individual learner needs. 15 
53 
Table 4. Continued 
Item 
Item discrimination 
number Item in percent^ 
31 The principal provides procedures for the 
security of school facilities and safety 
for all personnel. 14 
32 The principal emphasizes student achieve­
ment with teachers and students on a 
regular basis. 18 
33 The principal provides positive reinforce­
ment to teachers for their efforts and 
accomplishments — formally and informally. 21 
34 The principal provides for organizing, 
collecting, and analyzing data to be used 
to identify curriculum needs (changes in 
scope, sequence, materials, etc.). 17 
35 The principal sets high standards of 
conduct and monitors all facets of school 
life to insure that these standards are met. 25 
36 The principal monitors the curriculum and 
identifies progress toward stated 
curriculum/program goals. 19 
37 The principal supervises student 
transportation. 21 
38 The principal stimulates interest in the 
school by scheduling and/or attending 
programs and activities. 18 
39 The principal evaluates the instructional 
program by observation in the classroom. 25 
40 The principal assists teachers to establish 
effective relationships with individual 
students. 22 
Table 
Item 
numbe 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
54 
Continued 
Item 
discrimination 
Item in percent® 
The principal maintains high standards for 
cleanliness, lighting, heating, ventila­
tion, sanitation, and comfort. 14 
The principal involves representative 
students in the work of important school 
activities. 19 
The principal coordinates and/or attends 
staffing conferences to assess a learner's 
needs. 22 
The principal helps teachers devise 
individual instructional goals. 20 
The principal discusses student problems 
or progress with teachers regularly. 29 
The principal organizes the faculty to 
evaluate curriculum and modify it on a 
continuous basis. 17 
The principal has high expectations for 
student academic achievement. 16 
The principal works with problem students 
in designing appropriate behavior measures — 
maintains consistent discipline for all 
students. 32 
The principal develops a budget document 
and coordinates the budget-developing 
process to reflect the goals of the 
organization. 21 
The principal develops inservice programs 
for the staff after considering teacher 
input. 16 
55 
at the .05 level of significance as described in Chapter III. For 
secondary principals, a total of 42 items met the same criterion. 
Thus, the data indicated that 45 of 50 items discriminated for 
elementary principals and 42 of 50 items discriminated for secondary 
principals. Thirteen items discriminated for only one rater group 
(either elementary or secondairy) and not for both groups. The 
discrimination value of each item for each rater group is shown 
in Table 5. Items which discriminate for only one group are identified. 
In this table, the items are not presented in the order in which 
they appeared on the questionnaire. Instead, the items are grouped 
into the 10 categories of behaviors used to develop the questionnaire. 
These 10 categories represent important instructional leadership and 
management functions of the principal. This arrangement of items is 
designed to show whether differences in the item discrimination power 
between elementary and secondary principals are related to differences 
in managerial function. 
A Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient was calculated for the 
responses of each rater group to determine the internal consistency of 
all items with a discrimination value equal to or exceeding 13 percent. 
The Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient for elementary principals 
was equal to .982. For secondary principals, the Cronbach alpha 
reliability coefficient was equal to .979. 
56 
Table 5. Item dis cri,mi nation in percent for elementary principals, 
secondary principals, and the combined rater group (analysis 
based on 270 subjects in 12 groups for elementary principals 
and 478 subjects in 17 groups for secondary principals) 
Item 
discrimination 
in percent^ 
Item which 
discriminates 
for only one 
Item Elem. Sec. rater group 
1, SETS INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES/ 
EMPHASISES ACHIEVEMENT 
1. Promotes activities to identify, 
analyze, and solve instructional 
problems. 12 24 X 
2. Emphasizes student achievement with 
teachers and students on a regular 
basis. 13 20 
3. Provides a variety of instructional 
programs to meet individual learner 
needs. 17 14 
4. Helps teachers devise individual 
instructional goals. 18 15 
5. Demonstrates knowledge of the 
teaching/learning process and 
gives information or provides 
assistance from others. 14 24 
6. Has high expectations for student 
academic achievement. 18 14 
2. SUPPORTS TEACHERS 
1. Organizes a system in \rtiich 
teachers work cooperatively to 
develop and implement instruc­
tional objectives. 14 20 
2. Encourages a free and open flow 
of comments, suggestions, and 
recommendations. 21 26 
3. Provides positive reinforcement 
to teachers for their efforts and 
accomplishments - formally and 
informally. 17 24 
^13% equals discrimination at the .05 level of significance; 
22% equals discrimination at the .01 level of significance. 
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Table 5. Continued 
Item Item which 
discrimination discriminates 
in percent^ for only one 
Item Elem. Sec. rater group 
4. Protects staff from unreasonable 
demands by parents and/or 
community members. 16 20 
5. Recognizes and supports differ­
ences in teachers and teaching 
styles. 19 17 
3. COORDINATES INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM 
1. Defines goals and objectives of 
the school and works toward 
articulation between schools 
and grades. 22 21 
2. Monitors the curriculum and 
identifies progress toward stated 
curriculum/program goals. 16 19 
3. Organizes faculty to evaluate 
curriculum and modify it on a 
continuous basis. 17 16 
4. Provides for organizing, 
collecting, and analyzing data 
to be used to identify 
curriculum needs. 15 17 
5. Uses evaluation findings to 
make decisions to expand, 
revise, or suspend programs. 24 13 
4. PROVIDES ORDERLY ATMOSPHERE 
1. Schedules instructional space 
for maximum utilization and 
strives for minimum disruption 
of instruction. 18 20 
2. Discusses duties and 
responsibilities with teachers 
before assignment and on a 
continuous basis. 13 22 
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Table 5. Continued 
Item 
discrimination 
in percent^ 
Item which 
discriminates 
for only one 
Item Elem. Sec. rater group 
3. Provides materials and resources 
necessary for the instructional 
program. 19 11 X 
4. Sets high standards of conduct 
and monitors all facets of school 
life to insure that these standards 
are met. 20 28 
5. Provides procedures for security 
of school facilities and safety 
for all personnel. 17 12 X 
5. PROMOTES PROFESSIONAL GROWTH 
1. Takes a strong interest in 
teachers' professional development. 13 28 
2. Encourages teachers to try 
innovative ideas and keeps staff 
informed of the educational 
developments. 18 15 
3. Develops inservice programs for 
the staff that are carefully 
planned by the staff and others. 11 18 X 
4. Provides support and direction 
for those staff members seeking 
to improve their skills. 20 21 
5. Makes regular, systematic, and 
cooperative appraisals of each 
staff member's performance, 
always including a follow-up 
conference. 32 14 
6. MAINTAINS PLANT FACILITIES 
1. Regularly inspects plant 
facilities to check conditions 
and correct unsafe or un­
satisfactory conditions. 24 14 
2, . Discusses the changing needs for 
time and space for various 
instructional purposes. 12 20 X 
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Table 5. Continued 
Item 
discrimination 
in percent^ 
Item which 
discriminates 
for only one 
Item Elem. Sec. rater group 
3. Supervises student transportation. 17 22 
4. Maintains high standards for 
cleanliness, lighting, heating, 
ventilation, sanitation, and 
comfort. 18 11 X 
7. PERFORMS ADMINISTRATIVE DUTIES 
1. Schedules meetings with staff to 
discuss responsibilities, assign­
ments, or changes. 14 15 
2. Develops a budget document and 
coordinates the budget developing 
process to reflect the goals and 
objectives of the organization. 31 12 X 
3. Supervises student record keeping 
and handling of official forms and 
documents. 19 17 
4. Informs staff of school policies 
and procedures. 22 15 
5. Assigns responsibilities and 
duties equitably and bases 
assignments on the skills and 
capabilities of staff members. 16 16 
8. MAINTAINS SCHOOL-COMMDNITY RELATIONS 
1. Interprets school policies and 
procedures to parents and in­
forms them of changes that occur. 17 15 
2. Provides parents with regular 
reports of their child's progress 
and encourages them to confer 
frequently with staff members. 16 11 X 
3. Encourages teachers to use 
community resources and enlists 
community support for school 
projects. 14 9 X 
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Table 5. Continued 
Item 
discrimination 
in percent^ 
Item which 
discriminates 
for only one 
Item Elem. Sec. rater group 
4. Stimulates interest in the school 
by scheduling and/or attending 
programs and activities. 25 15 
5. Keeps community well-informed 
concerning the school's activities, 
needs, and opportunities. 28 11 X 
9. EVALUATES PUPIL PROGRESS 
1. Maintains a well-organized, 
comprehensive, and continuous 
testing program. 11 19 X 
2. Evaluates the instructional program 
by observation in the class. 25 23 
3. Discusses student problems or 
progress with teachers regularly. 20 26 
4. Collects, organizes, and interprets 
data concerning other than teacher 
influences on learning. 18 13 
5. Coordinates and/or attends staff­
ing conferences to assess a 
learner's needs. 22 22 
10. SUPERVISES STUDENT PERSONNEL 
1. Keeps students informed of 
school's goals, policies, and 
activities. 12 20 X 
2. Assists teachers to establish 
effective relationships with 
individual pupils. 14 24 
3. Involves representative students 
in the work of important school 
activities. 26 13 
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Table 5. Continued 
Item Item which 
dis crimination discriminates 
in percent^ for only one 
Item Elem. Sec. rater group 
4. Works with problem students in 
designing appropriate behavior 
measures — maintains consistent 
discripline for all. 24 35 
5. Provides supervisory assistance 
at student activities. 15 11 X 
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Job Situation Questionnaire 
Research hypothesis 3 
The third research hypothesis stated that some principal behaviors 
would be judged as more important and appropriate than others to 
accomplish the stated goals for each of three hypothetical situations. 
Three hundred and seventy—nine subjects completed a questionnaire in 
which they were instructed to rate the appropriateness and the importance 
of the behavior described in each of the 10 selected items for each of 
three hypothetical school situations (very favorable, very unfavorable, 
and moderately favorable) for one of three goals (to increase student 
achievement on standardized tests, to establish and maintain high 
teacher morale, and to maintain student discipline and control). 
The statistical technique used to analyze the data from this 
questionnaire was a split plot with repeated measure design, as 
described in Chapter III. The non-repeated measure was goal and the 
repeated measure was situation since each subject rated all 10 items 
for all three situations but was asked to consider only one of three 
goals. A Duncan's multiple range test was calculated to locate the 
means which differed significantly after a significant F-ratio had 
been found in the ANOVA. The results of these analyses are presented 
for each question and are displayed in Table 6. The .05 level of 
significance for F values is indicated by one asterisk; F values at 
the .01 level and above are indicated by a double asterisk. Means for 
the Duncan's multiple range test are shown only when a significant 
F-ratio was found in the ANOVA. 
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Table 6. Split-plot F values and Duncan's multiple range test results 
1. The principal regularly inspects Classification Category 
plant facilities to check condi- Task Maintains 
tions and corrects unsafe or un- plant 
satisfactory conditions. facilities 
Means 
Goal 
Student achievement 
Teacher morale 
Student discipline 
Situation 
Very favorable 
Very unfavorable 
Moderately favorable 
Interaction 
3.822 
4.218 
3.942 
F 
2.712 
6.267** 
.24 
Duncan's multiple range test shows that all means for situation differ 
significantly. 
2. The principal takes a strong 
interest in teachers' pro­
fessional development. 
Human relations Promotes 
professional 
growth 
Means 
Goal 
Student achievement 
Teacher morale 
Student discipline 
Situation 
Very favorable 
Very unfavorable 
Moderately favorable 
Interaction 
4.611 
4.442 
4.344 
5.274** 
1.061 
.241 
Duncan's multiple range test shows that all means for goal differ 
significantly. 
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Table 6. Continued 
3. The principal monitors the 
curriculum and identifies 
progress toward stated 
curriculum/program goals 
Classification 
Task 
Category 
Coordinates 
instructional 
program 
Means 
Goal 
Student achievement 
Teacher morale 
Student discipline 
Situation 
Very favorable 
Very unfavorable 
Moderately favorable 
Interaction 
4.720 
4.466 
4.321 
11.640** 
.0618 
.397 
Duncan's multiple range test shows that all means for goal differ 
significantly. 
4. The principal promotes 
activities to identify, 
analyze, and solve 
instructional problems. 
Task Sets 
instructional 
strategies/ 
emphasizes 
achievement 
Means % 
Goal 7.96** 
Student achievement 4.605 
Teacher morale 4.384 
Student discipline 4.258 
Situation 2.538 
Very favorable 
Very unfavorable 
Moderately favorable 
Interaction .162 
Duncan's multiple range test shows that all means for goal differ 
significantly. 
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Table 6. Continued 
5. The principal encourages a free 
and open flow of comments, 
suggestions, and recommenda­
tions from staff. 
Classification Category 
Human relations Supports 
teachers 
Goal 
Student achievement 
Teacher morale 
Student discipline 
Means F 
2.867 
Situation 
Very favorable 
Very unfavorable 
Moderately favorable 
Interaction 
20.616** 
4.646 
4.095 
4.424 
.785 
Duncan's multiple range test shows that all means for situation differ 
significantly. 
6. The principal demonstrates 
knowledge of the teaching/ 
learning process and gives 
information or provides 
assistance from others. 
Task Sets 
instructional 
strategies/ 
emphasizes 
achievement 
Goal 
Student achievement 
Teacher morale 
Student discipline 
Situation 
Very favorable 
Very unfavorable 
Moderately favorable 
Interaction 
Means % 
2.669 
.783 
.357 
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Table 6. Continued 
7. The principal sets high 
standards of conduct and 
monitors all facets of school 
life to insure that these 
standards are met. 
Classification Category 
Human relations Provides 
orderly 
atmosphere 
Means 2 
Goal .487 
Student achievement 
Teacher morale 
Student discipline 
Situation 4.425* 
Very favorable 4.238 
Very unfavorable 4.501 
Moderately favorable 4.444 
Interaction .315 
Duncan's multiple range test shows that the means for the very unfavor­
able and moderately favorable situation do not differ significantly; 
however, both differ significantly from the mean of the very favorable 
situation. 
8. The principal schedules 
instructional space for 
maximum utilization and 
strives for minimum disrup­
tion of instruction. 
Task Provides 
orderly 
atmosphere 
Goal 
Student achievement 
Teacher morale 
Student discipline 
Situation 
Very favorable 
Very unfavorable 
Moderately favorable 
Interaction 
Means 2 
1.249 
.163 
.510 
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Table 6. Continued 
9. The principal discusses student Classification Category 
problems or progress with Human relations Evaluates 
teachers regularly. pupil 
progress 
Goal 
Student achievement 
Teacher morale 
Student discipline 
Situation 
Very favorable 
Very unfavorable 
Moderately favorable 
Interaction 
Means 2 
1.963 
2.131 
.070 
10. The principal works with problem 
students in designing appropriate 
behavior measures — maintains 
consistent discipline for all 
students. 
Human relations Supervises 
student 
personnel 
Goal 
Student achievement 
Teacher morale 
Student discipline 
Situation 
Very favorable 
Very unfavorable 
Moderately favorable 
Interaction 
Means F 
.115 
5.622** 
4.175 
4.505 
4.3573 
.205 
Duncan's multiple range test shows that all means for situation differ 
significantly. 
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As shown in Table 6, raters judged four principal behaviors to 
be significantly different in importance and appropriateness for 
the three hypothetical situations presented. Three principal 
behaviors — 1) regularly inspects plant facilities to check conditions 
and corrects unsafe or unsatisfactory conditions (a task behavior); 
2) sets high standards of conduct and monitors all facets of school 
life to insure that these standards are met (a human relations behavior); 
and 3) works with problem students in designing appropriate behavior 
measures and maintains consistent discipline for all students (a human 
relations behavior) — were judged significantly more appropriate and 
important than other behaviors in very unfavorable situations. One of 
these behaviors — sets high standards of conduct and monitors all 
facets of school life to insure that these standards are met (a human 
relations behavior) — was also seen as significantly more appropriate 
and important than other behaviors in moderately favorable situations. 
Subjects rated one behavior — encourages a free and open flow of 
comments, suggestions, and recommendations from staff (a human relations 
behavior) — as significantly more important and appropriate in very 
favorable situations. 
^ters judged three of 10 principal behaviors as significantly 
more appropriate and important for reaching the goal of increased 
student achievement on standardized tests. These behaviors were: 
1) takes a strong interest in teachers' professional development (a 
human relations behavior); 2) monitors the curriculim and identifies 
progress toward stated curriculum/program goals (a task behavior); and 
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3) promotes activities to identify, analyze, and solve instructional 
problems (a task behavior). None of these behaviors was judged to be 
significantly different in importance and appropriateness for the 
three hypothetical situations. All three of these items were rated by 
over 90 percent of both rater groups that completed the item discrimina­
tion questionnaire. All three items were discriminating items for the 
combined elementary/secondary rater group. All three items discriminated 
among secondary principals. Two of the three items discriminated among 
elementary principals when the data for elementary and secondary 
principals were analyzed separately. The item "promotes activities 
to identify, analyze, and solve instinictional problems" did not 
discriminate among elementary principals. 
No principal behaviors were judged as significantly different in 
appropriateness and importance for reaching the goal of maintaining 
student discipline and control or the goal of establishing and maintain­
ing high teacher morale. There were no items for which significant 
differences were found for both goal and situation. No interactions 
between goal and situation were significant. 
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS, 
DISCUSSION, RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
This study was conducted during 1982 with the purpose of identify­
ing items for the evaluation of school principals based upon item 
discrimination power and job situation. The investigation was con­
ducted in two phases using two different questionnaires. A total of 
1,393 subjects participated in the study. 
First, the 50 items on the item discrimination questionnaire were 
selected from the 249 items originally identified in a study of the 
research on effective schools and sample evaluation instruments which 
appeared in the literature, an analysis of over 30,000 hours of critical 
work activities logged by principals in the schools participating in 
the School Improvement Model Project (SIM), and a review of instru­
ments currently used nationally to evaluate principals. Ten categories 
of principal behaviors were identified and several performance items 
were selected to further describe each category, making a total of 50 
items on this questionnaire. Next, teachers, principals, and 
superintendents or principal supervisors used a five-point, Likert-
type scale to rate the performance of a designated principal on each 
of the behaviors described in the 50 items. The data from this 
questionnaire were analyzed using the Menne and Tolsma methodology 
(41) to determine item discrimination power. Items which discriminated 
at the .05 level of significance were identified. A Cronbach alpha 
reliability coefficient was calculated for all items identified as 
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discriminating at the .05 level of significance to provide an estimate 
of the internal consistency of these items. 
In the second phase of the study, a different group of teachers, 
principals and superintendents, or principal supervisors rated the im­
portance and appropriateness of 10 principal behaviors (identified as 
discriminating items in the analysis of data from the first questionnaire) 
in each of three situations to accomplish one of three specified goals. 
Fiedler's Contingency Theory in Chemers and Skrzypek (5) and Gates, 
Blanchard, and Hersey's Situational Leadership Theory (15) were used to 
design three hypothetical school situations designated as very favorable, 
moderately favorable, and very unfavorable based on the leader's formal 
authority, the nature of the interpersonal relationship between the leader 
and the group, and the group's maturity. Three goals were specified; 1) 
to increase student achievement on standardized tests, 2) to establish and 
maintain hi^ teacher morale, and 3) to maintain student discipline and 
control. The statistical technique used to analyze the data from this 
questionnaire was a split plot with repeated measures design. Duncan's 
multiple range test was calculated to locate the means which differed 
significantly after a significant F-ratio had been found in the ANOVA. 
It was hypothesized that differences in item discrimination power 
would be identified in the analysis of data from the combined rater 
group for elementary and secondary principals and that there would be 
differences in the items which discriminated among elementary and those 
which discriminated among secondary principals. Both hypotheses were 
supported. It was also hypothesized that subjects would judge some 
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principal behaviors as more important and appropriate than others to 
accomplish a specified goal for each of three hypothetical school situa­
tions. Although four behaviors were rated as significantly different in 
importance and appropriateness for some situations, and three behaviors 
were rated as significantly different in importance and appropriateness 
for the goal of improving student achievement on standardized tests, the 
responses were not consistent with the hypothesized outcomes based on the 
theories of Fiedler and Mahor (13) and Gates, Blanchard, and Hersey (15). 
Thus, this hypothesis was not supported. 
An analysis of the data indicated: 
1. Forty-nine of 50 items discriminated at the .05 level of 
significance for the combined rater group of elementary and secondary 
principals. 
2. For elementary principals, a total of 45 of 50 items dis­
criminated at the .05 level of significance. The following items 
discriminated among elementary principals but not among secondary 
principals: 1) provides materials and resources necessary for the 
instructional program; 2) provides procedures for security of school 
facilities and safety for all personnel; 3) maintains high standards 
for cleanliness, lighting, heating, ventilation, sanitation, and 
comfort; 4) develops a budget document and coordinates the budget 
developing process to reflect the goals and objectives of the organiza­
tion; 5) provides parents with regular reports of their child's progress 
and encourages them to confer frequently with staff members; 6) en­
courages teachers to use community resources and enlists community 
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support for school projects; 7) keeps community well-informed concern­
ing the school's activities, needs, and opportunities; and 8) provides 
supervisory assistance at school activities. 
3. For secondary principals, a total of 42 items discriminated 
at the .05 level of significance. The following items discriminated 
among secondary principals but not among elementary principals: 1) 
promotes activities to identify, analyze, and solve instructional 
problems; 2) develops inservice programs for the staff that are carefully 
planned by the staff and others; 3) discusses the changing needs for 
time and space for various instructional purposes; 4) maintains a well-
organized, comprehensive, and continuous testing program; and 5) keeps 
students informed of school's goals, policies, and activities. 
4. Twelve items discriminated for only one rater group, either 
elementary principals or secondary principals, and not for both rater 
groups. Notable differences in item discrimination occurred in only 
one of the 10 categories of principal activities. In the category 
"Maintains School-Community Relations," only two items were discriminat­
ing among secondary principals, while all five items discriminated among 
elementary principals. 
5. The Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient computed for each 
rater group indicated that high internal consistency existed among the 
rating of items for each of the three rater groups analyzed. 
6. Three principal behaviors — 1) regularly inspects plant 
facilities to check conditions and corrects unsafe or unsatisfactory 
conditions (a task behavior); 2) sets high standards of conduct and 
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monitors all facets of school life to insure that these standards are 
met (a human relations behavior); and 3) works with problem students 
in designing appropriate behavior measures — maintains consistent 
discipline for all students (a human relations behavior) — were judged 
significantly more appropriate and important than others in very un­
favorable situations. One of these behaviors — sets high standards 
of conduct and monitors all facets of school life to insure that these 
standards are met (a human relations behavior) — was also seen as 
significantly more appropriate and important than other behaviors in 
moderately favorable situations. Subjects rated one behavior — 
encourages a free and open flow of comments, suggestions, and 
recommendations from staff (a human relations behavior) — as sig­
nificantly more important and appropriate in very favorable situations. 
7. Raters judged three of 10 principal behaviors as significantly 
more appropriate and important for reaching the goal of increasing 
student achievement on standardized tests. The behaviors were: 1) 
takes a strong interest in teachers' professional development (a human 
relations behavior); 2) monitors the curriculum and identifies progress 
toward stated curriculum/program goals (a task behavior); and 3) 
promotes activities to identify, analyze, and solve instructional 
problems (a task behavior). 
8. No principal behaviors rated were judged as significantly 
different in appropriateness and importance for reaching the goals of 
maintaining student discipline and control and the goal of establishing 
and maintaining high teacher morale. 
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9. There were no items for which significant differences were 
found for both situation and goal. 
10. No interactions between goal and situation were significant. 
Conclusions 
The following conclusions are offered based on the analysis of 
data collected in this investigation. 
1. The Menne and Tolsma methodology (41) for determining the 
discrimination power of items in instruments using group responses can 
be used to identify discriminating items for developing principal 
performance evaluation instruments. 
2. There is a difference in the discriminating power of the 
items on the principal performance evaluation instrument used in this 
study. 
3. Different items discriminate among elementary principals and 
secondary principals. However, these differences are not clearly 
related to the taxonomy used to categorize principal activities. 
4. Subjects tend to rate a specified principal consistently high 
or low on all items. The Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient for 
the combined rater group was equal to .982. For secondary principals, 
the Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient was equal to .979; and for 
elementary principals, the Cronbach reliability coefficient was equal 
to .982. 
5. Three of the principal behaviors included on the job situa­
tion survey are significantly more appropriate and important in 
reaching the goal of increasing student achievement on standardized 
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tests: 1) takes a strong interest in teachers' professional development; 
2) monitors the curriculum and identifies progress toward stated curric­
ulum/program goals; and 3) promotes activities to identify, analyze, and 
solve instructional problems. These findings are consistent with the 
conclusions of Sweeney (65) and Shoemaker and Fraser (62) after their 
extensive reviews of the studies on effective schools. None of these 
behaviors was judged to be significantly different in importance and 
appropriateness for the three hypothetical situations. 
6. The hypothesized relationship between task or human relations 
behaviors and the degree of favorableness of the situation is not 
supported by the results of this research. Task behaviors were not 
found to be consistently more appropriate and important in very 
unfavorable or very favorable situations, nor were human relations 
behaviors found to be consistently more appropriate and important in 
moderately favorable situations. 
7. None of the principal behaviors rated is significantly more 
important and appropriate than the other behaviors rated to accomplish 
a specific goal in a specific type of situation. 
8. This research does not provide sufficient evidence to develop 
criteria for selecting items based on the favorableness of job situation 
or for reaching the goals of establishing and maintaining high teacher 
morale or maintaining student discipline and control. However, three 
principal behaviors were found to be more important and appropriate in 
very unfavorable situations: 1) regularly inspects plant facilities to 
check conditions and corrects unsafe or unsatisfactory conditions; 
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2) sets high standards of conduct and monitors all facets of school 
life to insure that these standards are met; and 3) works with problem 
students in designing appropriate behavior measures — maintains 
consistent discipline for all students. Alan Glatthom of University 
of Pennsylvania has stated that Maslow's hierarchy of human needs would 
suggest that teachers would approve of a principal's stressing low-level 
needs in a very unfavorable school situation. 
One of these behaviors — sets high standards of conduct and 
monitors all facets of school life to insure that these standards are 
met — was also seen as significantly more appropriate and important 
than other behaviors in moderately favorable situations. One principal 
behavior — encourages a free and open flow of comments, suggestions, 
and recommendations from staff — was judged to be significantly more 
important and appropriate in very favorable situations. 
Limitations 
Certain limitations were imposed due to the design of this study. 
1. All subjects were members of school organizations recently 
involved in an effort to improve learning through performance appraisal 
or participants in one of several workshops designed to improve evalua­
tion skills and thus may have demonstrated a more positive disposition 
toward educational research than subjects chosen at random. 
2. Participation in the study was voluntary, thus those who chose 
to participate may have demonstrated a more positive disposition toward 
educational research, or toward the topic under consideration, than 
subjects who refused to participate. 
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3. Because participation was voluntary, some subjects chose not 
to respond, thus causing a shrink in the desired sample size. It was 
not possible to analyze data for some principals because too few raters 
returned the survey to obtain a representative sample of raters. 
4. No attempt was made to determine whether effective principals 
were rated more highly than ineffective principals. That is to say, 
this investigation focused on items, not principals, as the unit of 
study. 
5. The discrimination value of an item does not reflect high or 
low performance; nor does it indicate which principal behaviors are 
most associated with effective leadership. This methodology simply 
provides a means to determine how well an item measures differences. 
6. For the purposes of this investigation, discriminating items 
were selected based on the analysis of data for all principals rated 
by 15 or more raters. Due to the large number of raters for whom data 
were analyzed, it is believed that the items identified as discriminating 
in this study are representative of items which measure differences 
between principals. However, the same items may not be discriminating 
among principals rated by fewer raters or for any two specific principals 
within the group. 
7. Although every effort was made to find comparable rater groups 
to complete the two questionnaires used for this study, the composition 
of the two groups differed. The item discrimination questionnaire was 
completed by more teachers than principals or superintendents or 
supervisory personnel because subjects were asked to rate the performance 
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of a specific building principal. However, more principals and 
superintendents or supervisors completed the job situation questionnaire 
because persons in these roles were more likely to be enrolled in the 
workshops where these data were collected. 
Discussion 
The first phase of this study sought to identify discriminating 
items for use in developing principal performance evaluation instru­
ments. A discriminating item was defined as an item which is capable 
of eliciting similar responses from those rating a designated principal 
and at the same time eliciting different responses from those rating 
another principal when, in fact, the performance of the principals 
differs• 
For an item to have discrimination power, the variance within the 
group rating the same principal has to be low in relationship to the 
variance between the groups rating different principals. An item 
might fail to discriminate for one of two reasons: 1) All principals 
receive very similar ratings; thus, the between-group variance is not 
large enough for the item to be a discriminating item. 2) There is a 
great diversity of opinion among the subjects rating a principal and 
thus the within-group variance is too large for the item to be a 
discriminating item. 
This second reason may help to explain \rfiy several items which 
discriminated among elementary principals did not discriminate among 
secondary principals. Because of the large size of many secondary 
schools, the departmentalization of staff members, and the low goal 
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consensus among teachers, it seems logical that secondary teachers (the 
group that contributed the largest number to the sample of raters for 
secondary principals) might not be likely to agree on a rating for a 
principal's performance in the areas of providing instructional 
materials, providing security and safety, maintaining high standards 
for cleanliness, lighting, heating, ventilation, sanitation, and 
comfort, developing a budget reflective of the school's objectives, 
keeping the community informed, and supervising school activities. 
For example, teachers who work in one wing of a very large building 
where the temperature is comfortable would probably rate the principal's 
performance on maintaining high standards for heating and comfort very 
differently from the teachers who are housed in a section of the building 
where it is either too hot or too cold. Likewise, a coach responsible 
for an interscholastic athletic program might have an entirely different 
set of expectations about budget priorities, facility maintenance, 
materials, equipment and supervisory assistance needed, and information 
provided to the community than would an English teacher or the director of 
the school's drama department. Based on these differing expectations, 
the ratings given to a particular principal might vary considerably. 
It is possible that this diversity of staff interests and the resultant 
difference in ratings are the reasons that some items were not discrim­
inating for secondary principals. 
The specialization of administrative duties at the secondary level 
may also have contributed to a greater diversity among the responses of 
secondary raters. For example, if an assistant principal is in charge 
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of buildings and grounds, school security, community relations, or 
student personnel services, raters may have experienced some confusion 
when asked to rate the principal on an item which they perceived to be 
the assistant principal's responsibility. If such confusion occurred, 
it would have led to a greater difference among ratings and therefore 
less likelihood that the item under consideration would be identified 
as a discriminating item. 
This same reasoning cannot be used to explain why other items were 
found to be discriminating for one group but not for the other. For 
these items, it must be assumed that there was a greater consistency 
among raters because they shared a common expectation of the behavior 
in question and that the performance of the principals rated actually 
differed. 
Based on the theories of Fiedler in Chemers and Skrzypek (5) and 
Gates, Blanchard, and Hersey (15), it was expected that task behaviors 
would be rated as significantly more important and appropriate in very 
favorable and very unfavorable situations and that human relations 
behaviors would be judged as significantly more important and appropriate 
in moderately favorable situations. It was also expected that the combin­
ation of the most structured goal — to increase student achievement on 
standardized tests — and the very favorable situation, and the combina­
tion of the least structured goal — to establish and maintain high 
teacher morale — and the very unfavorable situation would result in 
significant interactions with task behaviors. These results were 
expected because it was felt that in each case the situation would have 
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become even more favorable or more unfavorable due to the specified 
goal. Similarly, it was believed that the moderately favorable situa­
tions would interact with the intermediately structured goal — to main­
tain student discipline and control — to produce significant findings for 
human relations behaviors. An additional speculation was that the behav­
iors specifically relevant to each goal would be significant for that goal. 
The principal behaviors which subjects judged to be significantly 
more appropriate and important than others in reaching the goal of 
increased student achievement on standardized tests — 1) takes a 
strong interest in teachers* professional development, 2) monitors the 
curriculum and identifies progress toward stated curriculum/program 
goals, and 3) promotes activities to identify, analyze, and solve 
instructional problems — were expected results, consistent with research 
conducted on effective schools. One recent criticism of effective 
schooling studies has been that the research designs used in these 
studies have neglected the relationship between effective leader 
behaviors and school situation; thus, it is interesting to note each 
of these behaviors was found to be equally important and appropriate 
in all three hypothetical situations. All three items were identified 
as discriminating items for the combined elementary/secondary rater 
group. All three items discriminated among secondary principals. 
Two of the three items discriminated among elementary principals when 
the data for elementary and secondary principals were analyzed separately. 
The item "promotes activities to identify, analyze, and solve instruc­
tional problems" did not discriminate among elementary principals. 
83 
A review of the data shows that other expected outcomes did not 
occur. The items "demonstrates knowledge of the teaching/learning 
process and gives information or provides assistance from others" and 
"schedules instructional space for maximum utilization and strives for 
minimum disruption of instruction" were not rated as significantly more 
important and appropriate for reaching the goal of increasing student 
achievement on standardized tests. The item "works with problem students 
in designing appropriate behavior measures — maintains consistent 
discipline for all students" was not rated as significantly more 
important and appropriate to reach the goal of maintaining student 
discipline and control. Nor was the item "encourages a free and open 
flow of comments, suggestions, and recommendations from the staff" 
found to be significantly more important and appropriate for reaching 
the goal of establishing and maintaining high teacher morale. 
The expected pattern did not emerge between task or human relations 
behaviors and the degree of situational favorableness. As expected, the 
task behavior "regularly inspects plant facilities to check conditions 
and corrects unsafe or unsatisfactory conditions" was found to be 
significantly more important and appropriate in very unfavorable 
situations. Likewise, the human relations behavior "sets high standards 
of conduct and monitors all facets of school life to insure that these 
standards are met" was found to be significantly more important and 
appropriate in moderately favorable situations (also in very unfavorable 
situations). However, the human relations behavior "encourages a free 
and open flow of comments, suggestions, and recommendations from staff" 
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was found to be significantly more important and appropriate in very 
favorable situations, and the human relations behavior "works with 
problem students in designing appropriate behavior measures — maintains 
consistent discipline for all students" was judged to be significantly 
more important and appropriate in very unfavorable situations. These 
findings were not consistent with the expectation that human relations 
behaviors would be more important and appropriate in moderately favorable 
situations. None of the behaviors described in the other six items was 
found to be significantly different in importance and appropriateness 
for the three situations. The combination of goal structure and 
situational favorableness did not result in significant interactions. 
Several factors probably contributed to the findings in this phase 
of the study. First, the questionnaire was very complex; raters were 
asked to judge 10 behaviors for each of three situations and one goal. 
The imposition of the goal, which altered the situational favorableness 
in some instances, may have been confusing to some subjects who may 
then have tended to rate all situations in the same way. It also 
appears that subjects may have tended to overlook the specified goal 
entirely due to the necessity of rating each item three times, once 
for each situation. For example, behaviors which specifically dealt 
with the goals of maintaining student discipline and establishing high 
teacher morale were not found to be significantly more important and 
appropriate in reaching these goals. Finally, because the focus of the 
study was items, not principals, subjects were asked to rate specific 
and isolated behaviors and were not presented with a composite sketch 
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of a task-oriented or hinnan relations motivated leader as described by 
Fiedler and Hahor (13) or Gates, Blanchard, and Hersey (15). It is 
possible that subjects might have responded differently to a question­
naire structured in this manner. 
Suggestions for Supervisors 
The results of this study point to several suggestions for 
superintendents or others who supervise principals. 
1. Items included in a district's principal performance evaluation 
instrument should be selected with care because the evaluation instrument 
used to gather data should serve as a powerful diagnostic tool to obtain 
information to help in performance improvement. When the desired 
behaviors are known, the items on an evaluation instrument can actually 
direct the actions of those being evaluated. 
2. As many people as possible should be involved in the evaluation 
process because the collective judgment of the group can help to offset 
personal bias (9). Input from teachers can be used in several ways: 
to identify discriminating items for a particular district, to establish 
norms for principal performance within a particular district, or to 
provide additional information about a principal's performance to the 
principal or to his/her evaluator. Although teachers should be 
provided with an opportunity to participate in the evaluation process, 
their input should not be over-emphasized and should be viewed as simply 
an additional piece of information about the principal's performance (28). 
Teachers should be asked to rate only those behaviors which they 
can observe. For example, the items on the item discrimination 
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questionnaire of this study which were rated by fewer than 90 percent 
of all possible raters should not be used with teachers unless changes 
were made to make the item more clear and thus increase the response 
rate. (The response rate in percent for each item for both elementary 
and secondary principals is provided in Appendix C.) 
3. Due to the large number of raters for whom data were analyzed, 
it is believed that the items identified as discriminating in this 
study are representative of items which measure differences between 
principals. Therefore, the items identified as discriminating in this 
study can be selected for use by local districts. 
The items used in this study also have two additional advantageous 
qualities. The items describe effective principal behaviors, based 
upon a careful selection procedure which involved a review of research, 
an analysis of time-logged critical work activities for principals in 
several school districts, and a study of instruments currently in use. 
Finally, the items also show a high degree of internal consistency, a 
desirable quality in an instrument, especially when coupled with 
individual item discrimination. 
4. Any school district which wanted to determine which items 
discriminate between the principals in that district should ask 
teachers and administrators to complete the questionnaire and analyze 
the data collected based on the number of raters completing the 
questionnaire for the designated principals. 
5. It would be possible to use the same performance evaluation 
instrument for elementary and secondary principals because 49 of 50 
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items discriminated for the combined elementary/secondary rater group. 
However, a better instrument could be constructed if districts were to 
select different items for each level based on the items which 
discriminated for that level and the specific role expectations within 
the district. 
One simple and practical way to differentiate elementary and 
secondary roles within a district might be to classify the performance 
items for each level into two categories designated as critical work 
activities and important work activities. Such a categorization would 
accommodate and recognize the role played by assistant principals and 
departmental chairpersons at the secondary level as well as other 
differences in the role of the elementary and secondary principal. 
For example, scheduling instructional space might be a critical work 
activity for an assistant principal at the secondairy level while the 
same item would be an important work activity for the principal of that 
building or an elementary principal within the same system. In order 
to make classifications of this nature meaningful and practical within 
a performance evaluation system, the designation of relative importance 
would have to be made by each school organization based upon the role 
expectations within that organization. 
6. The number of items selected for any performance evaluation 
instrument should be as small as possible while including all important 
behaviors. Only one or two of the discriminating items rated by at 
least 90 percent of the subjects who completed the item discrimination 
questionnaire should be selected from each category. (A group of items 
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which meets these criteria for elementary principals and group of items 
which meets the same criteria for secondary principals are included 
in Appendix D.) In addition to these items, other more general items 
would probably need to be included to evaluate the principal's per­
formance of such administrative functions as recruiting and personnel 
selection or to assess the principal's professional growth. These 
behaviors were not included in this study because they are not readily 
observable by all three rater groups who participated in the study. 
7. The results of this research do not support recommendations 
for the selection of items based on job situation. However, the 
finding that certain principal behaviors — 1) takes a strong interest 
in teachers' professional behavior, 2) monitors the curriculum and 
identifies progress toward stated curriculum/program goal, and 3) 
promotes activities to identify, analyze, and solve instructional 
problems — are significantly more important and appropriate than 
others to reach the goal of increased student achievement on standardized 
tests has implications for the construction of performance evaluation 
instruments. All three items were rated by over 90 percent of both 
rater groups. All three items are discriminating items for the 
combined rater group; all three items discriminate for secondary 
principals; two of the three items discriminate for elementary 
principals when these data are analyzed separately. (The item "promotes 
activities to identify, analyze, and solve instructional problems" does 
not discriminate for elementary raters.) These findings are consistent 
with recent research studies of effective schools. The items should be 
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included in the performance evaluation instruments of both elementary 
and secondary principals. 
8. It would be possible for school organizations to use the data 
collected for the procedures employed in this study to develop district 
norms for principal performance based on experience over time. 
Establishing such norms would enable the district to determine which 
principals were rated as outstanding, average, or below average by the 
teachers and administrators of that district. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
The findings of this study suggest further research. In each 
suggested study, the sample size should be as large as possible. 
1. The results of this investigation should be verified. Research 
is needed to determine if the items identified as discriminating in this 
study are discriminating for other districts. Similar findings in other 
studies would increase the generalizability of the results of this 
investigation. 
2. The relationship between principal effectiveness and ratings 
on the items on this instrument should be explored. This relationship 
could be investigated by a series of case studies in which principal 
performance was evaluated using the items on this instrument and a 
judgment was made about the validity of the items in measuring effective 
performance. It would also be possible to ask the supervisors of 
several districts to rank the principals within the district based on 
the principals' performance and then to compare these rankings with the 
results of the questionnaire. In this study, superintendents or 
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supervisors and a representative sample of teachers rated a designated 
principal, who also completed a self-evaluation, with the intent of 
identifying items which measure differences among principals. Further 
research is now needed to find out whether high ratings on these items 
are consistently associated with effective principals and also whether 
effective principals receive lower ratings on certain items. 
3. The statistical technique of factor analysis should be applied 
to the data which have been collected to determine whether subsets of 
items exist which measure the same skill or competency. The existence 
of such subsets was assumed when the 10 categories of activities were 
developed; however, this research design did not include a procedure 
for testing that assumption. If such subsets of items do exist, it 
would simplify the process of selecting items to assess certain skills 
on a principal performance evaluation instrument. 
Factor analysis could also be used to analyze the data collected 
from the job situation questionnaire to determine whether certain sets 
of items are more important and appropriate in specific situations or 
to reach the specified goals. Although few individual items were 
significant when the data were analyzed using the statistical tech­
niques described in this study, factor analysis might identify sets or 
groups of items which are significant for a particular situation or 
goal. Such knowledge would be a useful addition to the results of this 
study in developing criteria for the selection of items for performance 
based on job situation. 
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4. Further study should be undertaken to determine the interaction 
between the role of the subject (teacher, principal, and superintendent 
or supervisor of principals) and the rating given. Although studies 
have been completed to determine the differences in teachers *, 
principals', and superintendents' perceptions of actual and desired 
principal performance, an investigation has not been conducted using 
the specific items from this study. Once an item has been identified 
as discriminating, it would be useful for superintendents or principal 
supeirvisors to know if the mean ratings of the three rater groups differ. 
This information could be used as principal evaluators review the 
principal's self-evaluation and the staff's rating of the principal 
(if available) and then reach a final judgment on performance ratings. 
5. If this study were replicated and the sample size were 
increased, national norms based on the data collected for discriminating 
items could be developed. Establishing such norms would enable those 
using these items to determine which principals rate as outstanding, 
average, or below average in comparison to the norm group. As is the 
usual procedure when norm groups are used, care would have to be taken 
to clearly identify the characteristics of the norm group — size, 
geographic locations, types and training of raters, and types of school 
organizations. 
6. There should be further investigation of the relationship 
between job situation and the principal behaviors described in all of 
the items identified as discriminating in this study. Every effort 
should be made to include more teachers in the sample since the 
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item discrimination questionnaire was completed by a majority of 
teachers. 
The means of collecting data should be simplified. A questionnaire 
which included the consideration of goal within the description of the 
situation might be used to collect data. In this instance, an ANOVA 
could be used to determine the differences in the mean responses since 
the element of a non-repeated measure would have been removed. Other 
possible changes which would simplify the methodology used in this study 
while still providing for similar information to be collected include 
asking subjects to rate items for only one situation or having subjects 
rank order the items under consideration instead of rating each item on 
a five-point, Likert-type scale. 
The case study approach might also be used in which a profile of a 
successful principal was developed for principals in each type of 
situation — very favorable, very unfavorable, and moderately favorable. 
These profiles could then be matched with the discriminating items from 
this study and conclusions reached about the most important and 
appropriate behaviors for each situation. Finally, the questionnaire 
used to collect data for identifying discriminating items could be 
modified to include information necessary to reach conclusions about 
the importance and appropriateness of the principal behaviors in 
specific situations. Subjects could simply be provided with three 
hypothetical situations and asked to indicate which of these situations 
most closely described their school setting. After completing the 
item discrimination portion of the questionnaire, subjects would then 
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be asked to indicate which of the behaviors they had rated they judged 
to be the most important tasks completed by their principal for that 
particular situation. Of course, care would have to be taken if this 
approach were used to be sure that subjects agreed on the type of 
situation in which they found themselves and that they did not select 
their principal's most effective behaviors instead of the most important 
and appropriate ones for the situation. 
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PRINCIPAL/DIVISION HEAD PEBFOSMAKCE 
ITEM DISCRIMINATION QUESTIONNAIRE 
INSTRUCTIONS FOR TEACHERS; 
Â research team at Iowa State Universl^, headed by Dick Hasatt, has worked 
for over 15 years to develop discriminating performance evaluation items to he 
used with educational professionals. The team has established a yery useful 
list of discriminating items for teachers. Now we ask for your help in developing 
similar items fox principals/division heads. 
Better evaluation systems for principals/division heads will help to make 
better principals/division heads; men and women who are more capable of helping 
teachers to perform the important job of educating children. Much work has 
already been done by the SIM project schools in an attempt to inçrove performance 
appraisal systems, but much work remains to be done. 
By completing this survey, you can play a very in^ortant role in the 
development of an improved instrument to be used in principal/division head 
performance evaluation. Your responses to this survey will be carefully analyzed, 
and the items which discriminate among principals/division heads will be identified. 
The use of an improved instrument will help to provide your principal/division 
head with a more accurate assessment of his/her performance. 
The purpose of this investigation is to identify the very best items for 
use in principal/division head performance evaluation and to use this knowledge 
to refine the instruments currently in use in SIM project schools. No individual 
principal/division head is being evaluated. Every precaution will be taken to 
insure that no individual appraiser or local audience is identified or singled 
out. 
If you do not choose to participate, simply do not return your survey. Your 
response will imply your consent to participate in this research. 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION IN THIS IMPORTANT UNDERTAKING. 
INSTRUCTIONS FOR. COMPLETING THE SURVEY: 
1. Think of your principal/division head as you respond to each statement. 
• 2. Use a soft-lead, #2 pencil. 
3. Indicate the name of the principal/division head being considered by printing 
his/her last name in the name grid of the answer sheet. Do not fill in the 
circles under the name. 
4. Do not enter your name on the answer sheet. 
5. Mark only one response per item. 
6. When you have completed this survey, return the answer sheet to your building 
secretary who will give it directly to the field coordinator to be returned 
to Dick Manatt for processing. 
PLEASE DO NOT FOLD THE ANSWER SHEET. 
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PRINCIPAL/DIVISION HEAD PEKFOKMANCE 
ITEM DISCRIMINATION QUESTIONNAIRE 
INSTRUCTIONS FOR PRINCIPALS/DIVISION HEADS; 
Most principals/division heads would agree that better performance appraisal 
systems are needed for principals/division heads. As the principal/division 
head of a SIM project school, you have already spent a great deal of time to 
develop an Administrator Performance Evaluation system; but, there is still room 
for refinement and improvement. 
You can play an important role in the development of an improved instrument 
for principal/division head performance evaluation by completing a self-evaluation 
using this survey. Your responses will be carefully analyzed, and the items 
which discriminate among principals/division heads will be identified. The 
use of an improved instrument will help to provide you with a more accurate 
assessment of your performance. 
The purpose of this investigation is to identify the very best items for 
use in principal/division head performance evaluation and to use this knowledge 
to refine the instruments currently in use in SIM project schools. No individual 
principal/division head is being evaluated. Every precaution will be taken to 
insure that no individual appraiser or local audience is indentified or singled 
out. 
If you do not choose to participate, simply do not return your survey. 
Your response will imply your consent to participate in this research. 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION IN THIS IMPORTANT UNDERTAKING 
INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE SURVEY : 
1. Complete a self-evaluation by responding to each statement. An appropriately 
labeled answer sheet has been provided for your response. 
2. Use a soft-lead, #2 pencil. 
3. Mark only one response per item. 
4. When you have completed this survey, return the answer sheet to the field 
coordinator* \rtio will return it to Dick Manatt for processing. 
PLEASE DO NOT FOLD THE ANSWER SHEET 
*Breck—Kathryn Harper 
Edina—Ray Smyth 
Minneapolis—Betty Jo Zander 
Northfield—Dwight Lindbloom 
Spirit Lake—Bill Rauhauser 
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PRINCIPAL/DIVISION HEAD PEKFOBMANCE 
ITEM DISCRIMINA.TION QIJESTIOMAIRE 
INSTRUCTIONS FOR SUPERINTENDENTS/HEADMASTER/AREA SUPERINTENDENT: 
A research team at Iowa State University, headed by Dick Manatt, has 
worked for over 15 years to develop performance items to be used with 
educational professionals. The team has developed very useful instruments for 
use with teachers. Now we ask for your help in developing a list of discrimi­
nating items for principals/division heads. 
Better evaluation systems for principals/division heads will help to make 
better principals/division heads. Your responses to this survey will be 
carefully analyzed, and the items which discriminate among principals/division 
heads will be identified. These items can then be used to build improved 
evaluation instruments or to refine currently used instruments to provide you 
with a more accurate assessment of principal/division performance. 
The purpose of this investigation is to identify the very best items for 
use in principal/division head performance evaluation and to use this knowledge 
to refine the instruments currently in use in SIM project schools. The focus 
of the study is on the items, not the principal or division head. Every 
precaution will be taken to insure that no individual appraiser or local 
audience is identified or singled out. 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION IN THIS RESEARCH. 
INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE SURVEY; 
1. Evaluate each principal/division head that you supervise by responding to 
each statement. Appropriately labeled answer sheets have been provided for 
your responses. 
2. Use a soft-lead, #2 pencil. 
3. Mark only one response per item. 
4. When you have completed this survey, return the answer sheet to the field 
coordinator* who will return it to Dick Manatt for processing. 
PLEASE DO NOT FOLD THE ANSWER SHEET. 
*Breck—Kathryn Harper 
Edina—Ray Smyth 
Minneapolis—Betty Jo Zander 
Northfield—Dwight Lindbloom 
Spirit Lake—Bill Rauhauser 
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PRINCIPAL/DIVISION HEAD PERFORMANCE 
ITEM DISCRIMINATION QUESTIONNAIRE 
FOR EACH QUESTION, PLEASE MARK THE NUMBER ON YOUR ANSWER SHEET WHICH MOST 
ACCURATELY DESCRIBES YOUR JUDGMENT OF THE DESIGNATED PRINCIPAL'S/DIVISION 
HEAD'S PERFORMANCE ON THE ITEM BEING RATED. MARK ONLY ONE RESPONSE PER 
ITEM. USE A #2 PENCIL. 
EXPLANATION OF RATING SCALE 
Never or strongly disagree 1 
Seldom or disagree 2 
Sometimes or neither agree or disagree 3 
Often or agree 4 
Always or strongly agree 5 
Unable to observe NO RESPONSE (NO MARK IS ENTERED) 
EXAMPLE: 
1. The principal/division head provides materials and 1 2 3 4 5 
resources necessary for the instructional program. 
1. The principal/division head provides materials and 
resources necessary for the instructional program. 
2. The principal/division head uses evaluation 
findings to make decisions to expand, revise, or 
suspend program. 
3. The principal/division head organizes a system in 
which teachers work cooperatively to develop and 
implement instructional objectives. 
4. The principal/division head regularly inspects 
plant facilities to check conditions and corrects 
unsafe or unsatisfactory conditions. 
5. The principal/division head interprets school 
policies and procedures to parents and informs them 
of changes that occur. 
6. The principal/division head schedules meetings with 
staff to discuss responsibilities, assignments, or 
changes. 
7. The principal/division head takes a strong interest 
in teachers* professional development. 
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8. Tlie principal/division head provides parents with regular 
reports of their child's progress and encourages 
them to confer frequently with staff members. 
9. The principal/division head keeps students informed 
of the school's goals, policies, and activities. 
10. The principal/division head maintains a well-organized, 
comprehensive and continuous student testing program. 
11. The principal/division head promotes activities to 
identify, analyze, and solve instructional problems. 
12. The principal/division head encourages a free and open 
flow of comments, suggestions and recommendations from 
staff. 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
13. The principal/division head schedules instructional 
space for maximum utilization and strives for minimum 
disruption of instruction. 
14. The principal/division head provides supervisory 
assistance at student activities. 
15. The principal/division head makes regular, systematic, 
and cooperative appraisals of each staff member's 
performance, always including a follow-up conference. 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
16. The principal/division head assigns responsibilities 
and duties equitably and bases assignments on the 
skills and capabilities of staff members 
17. The principal/division head asks for teacher input 
concerning the changing needs for time and space for 
various instructional purposes. 
18. The principal/division head keeps the community well 
informed concerning the school's activities, needs, 
and opportunities. 
19. The principal/division head demonstrates knowledge of 
the teaching/learning process and gives information or 
provides assistance from others. 
20. The principal/division head defines goals and objectives 
of the school and works toward articulation between 
schools and grades. 
21. The principal/division head collects, organizes and 
interprets data concerning other than teacher influences 
on learning. 
22. The principal/division head recognizes and supports 
differences in teachers and teaching styles. 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
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23. The principal/division head discusses duties and 
responsibilities with teachers before assignment 
and on a continuous basis. 1 
24. The principal/division head protects staff from 
unreasonable demands by parents and/or community 
members. 1 
25. The principal/division head encourages teachers 
to use community resources and enlists community 
support for school projects. 1 
26. The principal/division head provides support and 
direction for those staff members seeking to 
improve their skills. 1 
27. The principal/division head supervises student 
record keeping and handling of official forms 
and documents. 1 
28. The principal/division head informs staff of school 
policies and procedures. 1 
29. The principal/division head encourages teachers to 
try innovative ideas and keeps staff informed of 
the latest educational developments. 1 
30. The principal/division head provides a variety of 
instructional programs to meet individual learner 
needs. 1 
31. The principal/division head provides procedures for 
the security of school facilities and safety for 
all personnel. 1 
32. The principal/division head emphasizes student 
achievement with teachers and students on a 
regular basis. 1 
33. The principal/division head provides positive 
reinforcement to teachers for their efforts and 
accomplishments - formally and informally. 1 
34. The principal/division head provides for organizing, 
collecting and analyzing data to be used to identify 
curriculum needs (changes in scope, sequence, 
materials, etc.) 1 
35. The principal/division head sets high standards of 
conduct and monitors all facets of school life 
to insure that these standards are met. 1 
36. The principal/division head monitors the curriculum and 
identifies progress toward stated curriculum/ 
program goals. 1 
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37. The principal/division head supervises student 
transportation. 
38. The principal/division head stimulates interest 
in the school by scheduling and/or attending 
programs and activities. 
39. The principal/division head evaluates the instruc­
tional program by observation in the classroom. 
40. The principal/division head assists teachers to 
establish effective relationships with individual 
students. 
41. The principal/division head maintains high standards 
for cleanliness, lighting, heating, ventilation, 
sanitation, and comfort. 
42. The principal/division head Involves representative 
students in the work of important school activities. 
43. The principal/division head coordinates and/or attends 
staffing conferences to assess a learner's needs. 
44. The principal/division head helps teachers devise 
individual instructional goals. 
45. The principal/division head discusses student 
problems or progress with teachers regularly. 
46. The principal/division head organizes the faculty to 
evaluate curriculum and modify it on a continuous basis 
47. The principal/division head has high expectations for 
student academic achievement. 
48. The principal/division head works with problem students 
in designing appropriate behavior measures — maintains 
consistent discipline for all students. 
49. The principal/division head develops a budget document 
and coordinates the budget developing process to 
reflect the goals of the organization. 
50. The principal/division head develops inservice programs 
for the staff after considering teacher input. ] 
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PRINCIPAL PEEFOBMANCE 
JOB SITUATION QUESTIONNAIRE 
STUDENT DBCIPLINE 
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Becently hundreds of administrators and teachers in eight school districts across the 
country completed a survey in which they rated each of the principals in their district. The 
purpose of that first phase of this study was to identify the items which discriminate among 
principals and have h^ inter-rater reliability. 
The focus of this phase of the investigation is to determine which of these discriminating 
performance factors is most important in a specific situation to achieve a specific goal. The 
process is not des^ned to evaluate any one principal. Distead, this part of the study asks the 
question, "Are different types of principals needed for different schools?" Your responses will 
help to provide an answer to this important question. 
In order to complete this survey, you must first carefully read the attached description 
of three hypothetical school situations. Next, pretend that these schools exist in your district 
or that you will work in each of these situations in the future. For each of tihe three situations, 
decide which principal actions you feel are most desirable and important to maintain student 
discipline and control. Finally, rate the desirability and importance of each principal behavior 
by completing the survey. 
INSTRUCTIONS FOB COMPLETING THE OUESTTQNNATT^F. 
1. After you have read each situation carefully, rate each principal behavior on its 
desirability and importance in EACH situation for MAINTAINING STUDENT DISCIPLINE 
AND CONTBOL. 
YOU WILL NEED TO BATE THE DESIRABILITY AND IMPOBTANCE OF EACH 
PRINCIPAL BEHAVIOR THREE TIMES - ONCE FOR EACH SITUATION. 
2. Use a soft-lead #2 pencil. 
3. Print the word DISCIPLINE in the name grid of the answer sheet. Do NOT fill in the 
circles under the word. 
4. In the special codes section of the answer sheet, print SUPT if you are a superintendent or 
principal supervisor; print PROf if you are a principal; print TEACH if you are a teacher. 
5. Mark only one response per item per situation. 
6. When you have completed this survey, return the answer sheet to Dick Manatt for 
processing. 
PLEASE DO NOT FOLD THE ANSWER SHEET 
PRINCIPAL PEBFORMANCE 
JOB SITUATION QUESTIONNAIRE 
TEACHES MORALE 
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Recently hundreds of administrators and teachers in eight school districts across the 
country completed a survey in which they rated each of the princ^>als in their district. Ihe 
purpose of that first phase of this study was to identify the items which discriminate among 
principals and have high inter-rater reliability. 
The focus of this phase of the investigation is to determine which of these discriminating 
performance Actors is most important in a specific situation to achieve a specific goal. Ihe 
process is not designed to evaluate any one principal. Instead, this part of the study asks the 
question, "Are different lypes of principals needed for difiEerent schools?" Your responses will 
help to provide an answer to this important question. 
In. order to complete this survey, you must first carefully read the attached description 
of three hypothetical school situations. Next, pretend that these schools exist in your district 
or that you will work in each of these situations in the future. For each of the three situations, 
decide which principal actions you feel are most desirable and important to establish and main­
tain hi^ teacher morale. Finally, rate the desirability and importance of each principal 
behavior by completing the survey. 
INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE OUESTIOMAIRE 
1. After you have read each situation carefully, rate each principal behavior on its 
desirability and importance in EACH situation for ESTABLBHING AND MAINTAINING 
HIGH TEACHER MORALE. 
YOU WILL NEED TO RATE THE DESIRABILITY AND IMPORTANCE OF EACH 
PRINCIPAL BEHAVIOR THREE TIMES - ONCE FOR EACH SITUATION. 
2. Use a soft-lead #2 pencil. 
3. Print the word MORALE in the name grid of the answer sheet. Do NOT fill in the circles 
under the word. 
4. In the special codes section of the answer sheet, print SUPT if you are a superintendent or 
principal supervisor; print PRIN if you are a principal; print TEACH if you are a teacher. 
5. Mark only one response per item per situation. 
6. When you have completed this survey, return the answer sheet to Dick Manatt for 
processiig. 
PLEASE DO NOT FOLD THE ANSWER SHEET 
PRINCIPAL PERFORMANCE 
JOB SITUATION QUESTIONNAIRE 
STUJJEMT ACHIEVEMENT 
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Recently hundreds of administrators and teachers in eight school districts across the 
country completed a survey in which they rated each of &e principals in their district. The 
purpose of that first phase of this study was to identify the items which discriminate among 
principals and have h^ inter-rater reliability. 
The focus of this phase of the invest%ation is to determine which of these discriminating 
performance factors is most important in a specific situation to achieve a specific goal. The 
process is not designed to evaluate any one principal. Instead, this part of ihe study asks the 
question, "Are different types of principals needed for different schools?" Your responses will 
help to provide an answer to this important question. 
In order to complete this survey, you must first carefully read the attached description 
of three hypothetical school situations. Next, pretend that these schools exist in your district 
or that you will work in each of these situations in the future. For each of the three situations, 
decide which principal actions you feel are most desirable and important to increase student 
achievement on standardized tests. 
INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
1. After you have read each situation carefully, rate each principal behavior on its 
desirability and importance in EACH situation for INCREASING STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT 
ON STANDARDIZED TESTS. 
YOU WILL NEED TO RATE THE DESIRABILITY AND IMPORTANCE OF EACH PRINCIPAL 
BEHAVIOR THREE TIMES - ONCE FOR EACH SITUATION. 
2. Use a soft-lead #2 pencil. 
3. Print the word ACHIEVEMENT in the name grid of the answer sheet. Do NOT fill in the 
circles under the word. 
4. Li the special codes section of the answer sheet, print SUPT if you are a superintendent 
or principal supervisor; print PRIN if you are a principal; print TEACH if you are a teacher. 
5. Mark only one response per item per situation. 
6. When you have completed this survey, return the answer sheet to Dick Manatt for 
processii^. 
PLEASE DO NOT FOLD THE ANSWER SHEET 
PRINCIPAL PERFORMANCE 
JOB SITUATION QUESTIONNAIRE 
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WHEN YOU HAVE READ EACH SITUATION CAREFULLY. BATE EACH PRINCIPAL BEHAVIOB 
ON ITS DESIRABILITY AND IMPORTANCE IN EACH SITUATEON TO REACH THE GOAL STATED 
ON THE SHEET OF INSTRUCTIONS. YOU WILL NEED TO RATE THE APPROPRIATENESS OF 
EACH PERFORMANCE ITEM 3 TIMES - ONCE FOR EACH SITUATION. 
TO MAKE YOUR TASK EASIER, THE ITEMS HAVE BEEN GIVEN DIFFERENT NUMBERS FOR 
EACH SITUATION. PLEASE COMPLETE YOUR RATING OF SITUATION # 1 BEFORE YOU 
BEGIN TO RATE SITUATEON # 2, ETC. 
EXPLANATION OF RATING SCALE 
Never a desirable and important principal behavior 
Seldom a desirable and important principal behavior 
Sometimes a desirable and important principal behavior 
Often a desirable and important principal behavior 
Always a desirable and important principal behavior 
EXAMPLE: 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
Very Very Moderately 
Favorable Unfavorable Favorable 
#'s #'s #'s 
1 11 21 The principal provides materials 
and resources necessary for the 
instructional program. 1 2 3 4 5 
Very Very 
Favorable Unfavorable 
#'s #'s 
1 11 
Moderately 
Favorable 
#'s 
21 The principal r^ularly inspects 1 2 3 4 5 
plant facilities to check conditions 
and corrects unsafe or unsatisfac­
tory conditions. 
12 
13 
21 
23 
The principal takes a stroi^ 
interest in teachers' professional 
development. 
1 2 3 4 5 
The principal monitors the curricu- 1 
lum and identifies progress toward 
stated curriculum/program goals 
2 3 4 5 
^4 24 The principal promotes activities 1 2 3 4 5 
to identify, analyze and solve 
instructional problems. 
Very Very Moderately 
Favorable "Unfavorable Favorable 
#'s #'s #*s 
5 15 25 
6 16 26 
7 17 27 
8 18 28 
9 19 29 
10 20 30 
The principal encourages a firee and 1 2 3 4 5 
open flow of comments, suggestions 
and recommendations from staff. 
The principal demonstrates knowledge 1 2 3 4 5 
of the teaching/learning process and 
gives information or provides 
assistance from others. 
The principal sets hi^ standards of 1 2 3 4 5 
conduct and monitors all facets of 
school life to insure Aat these 
standards are met. 
The principal schedules instructional 1 2 3 4 5 
space for mmxiTnum utilization and 
strives for Tnim'TTin-m disruption of 
instruction. 
The principal discusses student prob- 1 2 3 4 5 
lems or progress with teachers re^ 
gularly. 
The principal works with problem 1 2 3 4 5 
students in designing appropriate 
behavior measures — maintains 
consistent discipline for all students. 
SCHOOL î 1 - VERY FAVORABLE SITUATION 
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Students, teachers, amd parents are proud of this school and often advertise their pride 
by wearing T-shirts with the school's name printed on them. An active parent group helps to 
provide volunteers to assist teachers and financial support for special projects. 
The school has experienced a very low turnover rate of staff in recent years. Most of the 
staff have chosen to remain in this building despite opportunities for transfer to other build­
ings because they agree with the educational approach advocated by the principal. They also 
feel strong support from the principal and from parents in the area of student discipline. 
An atmosphere of mutual liking and respect exists between staff members and the principal, 
a veteran of 20 years with 10 years tenure in this building. All teachers are aware of the 
curriculum requirements of the district, yet feel that they have ample opportunities to try new 
approaches. They are encouraged by the principal to work within the curriculum guidelines to 
express their individuality and creativity through their teaching methods. 
The district has not been faced with major budget cuts, and therefore teachers find them­
selves teaching in the areas of their major preparation. Supplies and materials are readily 
available. 
Teachers are entitled to two days released time to attend professional workshops and 
inservice programs. Almost all staff members take advantage of these opportunities for 
professional growth. Many also apply for and receive grant monies from the district to work 
on curriculum projects of special interest to them. 
SCHOOL » 2 - VERY UNFAVORABLE SITUATION 
This school has experienced a large turnover of staff in recent years. Originally the 
turnover was due to staff transfers to other buildings within the system where teachers felt 
that they would be provided with more chances to try new approaches and to express their 
creativity. More recently, the turnover rate has been due to declining enrollment and large 
budget cuts which have resulted in a reduction of teaching staff. Consequently, many teachers 
now find themselves teaching outside their areas of preparation. Budget cuts have also affected 
the availability of materials. Teachers have found it necessary to share textbooks; supplies 
are often unavailable. 
Many staff members disagree with the educational approach advocated by the principal, 
and some have even permitted their disagreements to color•their personal relationships with 
the principal. Most teachers are not even aware of the curriculum requirements of the district. 
Student discipline and control is also a problem which teachers attribute to lack of 
support from the principal and parents. Parents, on the other hand, blame the school and have 
twice in the last year voiced their displeasure to the Board of Education about both student 
discipline and achievement. The school has been vandalized twice in the last month. 
Because of budget cuts, the district has had to limit the released time provided to staff 
to attend professional workshops and inservice programs. Few of the staff members take advantage 
of these opportunities for professional growth. 
SCHOOL # 3 - MODERATELY FAVORABLE SITUATION 
The composition of the staff of this building has remained fairly stable in recent years. 
Some staff members have transferred to other buildings, but most have chosen to remain. 
Although the district is faced with some budget cuts, only a small percentage of teacher lay­
offs have occurred, and most teachers continue to teach in their areas of major preparation. 
Some shortage of materials and supplies has resulted from the budget cuts, but, so far, teachers 
do not feel that these shortages have hindered their teaching efforts. 
Most teachers are aware of the curriculum requirements of the district, yet still feel that 
they have some opportunities to try new approaches within their classrooms. An atmosphere of 
respect exists between the principal and the majority of the teaching staff, although some teachers 
have been openly critical of the principal's decisions on more than one occasion. 
There are occasional student discipline problems and parental complaints; however most staff 
members feel that they receive the support they need from the principal. Most parents appear to 
be supportive of the school. There is moderate participation in the volunteer program. Student 
achievement has remained about the same in recent years. 
Teachers are entitled to released time to attend occasional professional workshops and 
inservice programs. Some of the staff members take advantage of this opportunity for professional 
growth. 
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PERCENTAGE OF SUBJECTS RESPONDING TO EACH ITEM 
116 
PERCENTAGE OF SUBJECTS RESPONDING TO EACH ITEM 
Percentage 
of subjects 
responding 
Item number and item Elem. Sec. 
SETS INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES 
11. Promotes activities to identify, analyze, and 
solve instructional problems. 96.7 94.1 
32. Emphasizes student achievement with teachers 
and students on a regular basis. 94.8 95.2 
30. Provides a variety of instructional programs to 
meet individual learner needs. 90.1 92.7 
44. Helps teachers devise individual instructional 
goals. 91.9 88.5 
19. Demonstrates knowledge of the teaching/learning 
process and gives information or provides 
assistance from others. 97.8 95.0 
47. Has high expectations for student academic 
achievement. 94.4 96.9 
SUPPORTS TEACHERS 
3. Organizes a system in which teachers work 
cooperatively to develop and implement 
instructional objectives. 97.0 97.5 
12. Encourages a free and open flow of comments, 
suggestions, and recommendations. 100.0 99.0 
33. Provides positive reinforcement to teacher 
for their efforts and accomplishments — 
formally and informally. 98.2 98.1 
24. Protects staff from unreasonable demands 
by parents and/or community members. 95.2 93.9 
22. Recognizes and supports differences in 
teachers and teaching styles. 95.9 94.9 
COORDINATES INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM 
20. Defines goals and objectives of the school 
and works toward articulation between schools 
and grades. 93.3 94.4 
36. Monitors the curriculum and identifies progress 
toward stated curriculum/program goals. 94.4 92.7 
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Percentage 
of subjects 
responding 
Item number and item Elem. Sec. 
46. Organizes faculty to evaluate curriculum and 
modify it on a continuous basis. 93.0 94.8 
34. Provides for organizing, collecting, and 
analyzing data to be used to identify 
curriculum needs. 90.7 86.0 
2. Uses evaluation findings to make decisions to 
expand, revise, or suspend programs. 88.9 87.7 
PROVIDES ORDERLY ATMOSPHERE 
13. Schedules instructional space for maximum 
utilization and strives for minimum disruption 
of instruction. 95.9 97.5 
23. Discusses duties and responsibilities with 
teachers before assignment and on a continuous 
basis. 98.2 96.0 
1. Provides materials and resources necessary for 
the instructional program. 97.4 95.4 
35. Sets high standards of conduct and monitors all 
facets of school life to insure that these 
standards are met. 98.7 97.5 
31. Provides procedures for security of school 
facilities and safety for all personnel. 95.6 96.0 
PROMOTES PROFESSIONAL GROWTH 
7. Takes a strong interest in teachers' pro­
fessional development. 97.0 97.7 
29. Encourages teachers to try innovative ideas 
and keeps staff informed of the latest 
educational developments. 98.2 95.6 
50. Develops inservice programs for the staff 
that are carefully planned by the staff and 
others. 94.0 93.7 
26. Provides support and direction for those 
staff members seeking to improve their skills. 95.6 94.4 
15. Makes regular, systematic, and cooperative 
appraisals of each staff member's per­
formance, always including a follow-up 
conference. 98.5 95.2 
118 
Item number and item 
Percentage 
of subjects 
responding 
Elem. Sec. 
MAINTAINS AND UTILIZES PLANT FACILITIES 
4. Regularly inspects plant facilities to check 
conditions and corrects unsafe or unsatis­
factory conditions. 
17. Discusses the changing needs for time and 
space for various instructional purposes. 
37. Supervises student transportation. 
41. Maintains high standards for cleanliness, 
lighting, heating, ventilation, sanitation, 
and comfort. 
93.0 
95.6 
83.7 
96.7 
90.8 
97.3 
81.6 
96.4 
PERFORMS ADMINISTRATIVE DUTIES 
6. Schedules meetings with staff to discuss 
responsibilities, assignments, or changes. 100.0 
49. Develops a budget document and coordinates 
the budget developing process to reflect 
the goals and objectives of the organization. 85.2 
27. Supervises student record keeping and handling 
of official forms and documents. 88.9 
28. Informs staff of school policies and procedures. 99.3 
16. Assigns responsibilities and duties equitably 
and bases assignments on the skills and 
capabilities of staff members. 95.9 
MAINTAINS SCHOOL-COMMUNITY RELATIONS 
5. Interprets school policies and procedures to 
parents and informs them of changes that occur. 97.0 
8. Provides parents with regular reports of their 
child's progress and encourages them to confer 
frequently with staff members. 94.0 
25. Encourages teachers to use community resources 
and enlists community support for school 
projects. 94.4 
38. Stimulates interest in the school by scheduling 
and/or attending programs and activities. 98.2 
18. Keeps community well-informed concerning the 
school's activities, needs, and opportunities. 95.2 
99.6 
96.0 
81.8 
99.2 
96.4 
93.9 
94.8 
93.1 
95.2 
92.9 
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Item number and item 
45. 
21 
Discusses student problems or progress with 
teachers regularly. 
Collects, organizes, and interprets data con­
cerning other than teacher influences on 
learning. 
43. Coordinates and/or attends staffing conferences 
to assess a learner's needs. 
SUPERVISES STUDENT PERSONNEL 
9. Keeps students informed of school's goals, 
policies, and activities. 
40. Assists teachers to establish effective 
relationships with individual pupils. 
42. Involves representative students in the work 
of important school activities. 
48. Works with problem students in designing 
appropriate behavior measures — maintains 
consistent discipline for all. 
14. Provides supervisory assistance at student 
activities. 
Percentage 
of subjects 
responding 
Elem. Sec. 
EVALUATES PUPIL PROGRESS 
10. Maintains a well-organized, comprehensive, and 
continuous testing program. 
39. Evaluates the instructional program by 
observation in the class. 
89.3 
98.9 
97.0 
80.0 
90.0 
97.0 
91.1 
90.0 
94.8 
96.3 
87.2 
97.3 
93.5 
75.1 
83.1 
97.5 
90.6 
91.6 
93.7 
95.2 
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DISCRIMINATING ITEMS RATED BY AT LEAST 
90 PERCENT OF ALL RATERS 
121 
DISCRIMINATING ITEMS RATED BY AT LEAST 90 PERCENT OF ALL RATERS 
Elementary Principals 
SETS INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES/EMPHASIZES ACHIEVEMENT 
1. Emphasizes student achievement with teachers and students on a 
regular basis. 
2. Provides a variety of instructional programs to meet individual 
learner needs. 
3. Helps teachers devise individual instructional goals. 
4. Demonstrates knowledge of the teaching/learning process and gives 
information or provides assistance from others. 
5. Has high expectations for student academic achievement. 
SUPPORTS TEACHERS 
1. Organizes a system in which teachers work cooperatively to 
develop and implement instructional objectives. 
2. Encourages a free and open flow of comments, suggestions, and 
recommendations. 
3. Provides positive reinforcement to teacher for their efforts and 
accomplishments — formally and informally. 
4. Protects staff from unreasonable demands by parents and/or 
community members. 
5. Recognizes and supports differences in teachers and teaching styles. 
COORDINATES INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM 
1. Defines goals and objectives of the school and works toward 
articulation between schools and grades. 
2. Monitors the curriculum and identifies progress toward stated 
curriculum/program goals. 
3. Organizes faculty to evaluate curriculum and modify it on a 
continuous basis. 
4. Provides for organizing, collecting, and analyzing data to be 
used to identify curriculum needs. 
5. Uses evaluation findings to make decisions to expand, revise, 
or suspend programs. 
PROVIDES ORDERLY ATMOSPHERE 
1. Schedules instructional space for utilization and strives 
for minimum disruption of instruction. 
2. Discusses duties and responsibilities with teachers before 
assignment and on a continuous basis. 
3. Provides materials and resources necessary for the instructional 
program. 
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4. Sets high standards of conduct and monitors all facets of school 
life to insure that these standards are met. 
5. Provides procedures for security of school facilities and safety 
for all personnel. 
5. PROMOTES PROFESSIONAL GROWTH 
1. Takes a strong interest in teachers' professional development. 
2. Encourages teachers to try innovative ideas and keeps staff 
informed of the latest educational developments. 
3. Provides support and direction for those staff members seeking 
to improve their skills. 
4. Makes regular, systematic, and cooperative appraisals of each 
staff member's performance, always including a follow-up 
conference. 
6. MAINTAINS PLANT FACILITIES 
1. Regularly inspects plant facilities to check conditions and 
corrects unsafe or unsatisfactory conditions. 
2. Maintains high standards for cleanliness, lighting, heating, 
ventilation, sanitation, and comfort. 
7. PERFORMS ADMINISTRATIVE DUTIES 
1. Schedules meetings with staff to discuss responsibilities, 
assignments, or changes. 
2. Informs staff of school policies and procedures. 
3. Assigns responsibilities and duties equitably and bases assign­
ments on the skills and capabilities of staff members. 
8. MAINTAINS SCHOOL-COMMDNITY RELATIONS 
1. Interprets school policies and procedures to parents and informs 
them of changes that occur. 
2. Provides parents with regular reports of their child's progress 
and encourages them to confer frequently with staff members. 
3. Encourages teachers to use community resources and enlists 
community support for school projects. 
4. Stimulates interest in the school by scheduling and/or attending 
programs and activities. 
5. Keeps community well—informed concerning the school's activities, 
needs, and opportunities. 
9. EVALUATES PUPIL PROGRESS 
1. Evaluates the instructional program by observation in the class. 
2. Discusses student problems or progress with teachers regularly. 
3. Coordinates and/or attends staffing conferences to assess a 
learner's needs. 
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SUPERVISES STUDENT PERSONNEL 
1. Assists teachers to establish effective relationships with 
individual pupils. 
2. Involves representative students in the work of important 
school activities. 
3. Works with problem students in designing appropriate behavior 
measures — maintains consistent discipline for all. 
4. Provides supervisoiry assistance at student activities. 
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DISCRIMINATING ITEMS RATED BY AT LEAST 90 PERCENT OF ALL RATERS 
Secondary Principals 
SETS INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES/EMPHASIZES ACHIEVEMENT 
1. Promotes activities to identify, analyze, and solve instructional 
problems. 
2. Emphasizes student achievement with teachers and students on a 
regular basis. 
3. Provides a variety of ins tiructional programs to meet individual 
learner needs. 
4. Demonstrates knowledge of the teaching/learning process and gives 
information or provides assistance from others. 
5. Has high expectations for student academic achievement. 
SUPPORTS TEACHERS 
1. Organizes a system in which teachers work cooperatively to develop 
and implement instructional objectives. 
2. Encourages a free and open flow of comments, suggestions, and 
recommendations. 
3. Provides positive reinforcement to teachers for their efforts and 
accomplishments — formally and informally. 
4. Protects staff from unreasonable demands by parents and/or 
community members. 
5. Recognizes and supports differences in teachers and teaching styles. 
COORDINATES INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM 
1. Defines goals and objectives of the school and works toward 
articulation between schools and grades. 
2. Monitors the curriculum and identifies progress toward stated 
curriculum/program goals. 
3. Organizes faculty to evaluate curriculum and modify it on a 
continuous basis. 
PROVIDES ORDERLY ATMOSPHERE 
1. Schedules instructional space for maximum utilization and strives 
for minimum disruption of instruction. 
2. Discusses duties and responsibilities with teachers before 
assignment and on a continuous basis. 
3. Sets high standards of conduct and monitors all facets of school 
life to insure that these standards are met. 
PROMOTES PROFESSIONAL GROWTH 
1. Takes a strong interest in teachers' professional development. 
2. Encourages teachers to try innovative ideas and keeps staff 
informed of the latest educational developments. 
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3. Develops inservice programs for the staff that are carefully 
planned by the staff and others. 
4. Provides support and direction for those staff members seeking 
to improve their skills. 
5. Makes regular, systematic, and cooperative appraisals of each 
staff member's performance, always including a follow-up 
conference. 
6. MAINTAINS PLANT FACILITIES 
1. Regularly inspects plant facilities to check conditions and 
corrects unsafe or unsatisfactory conditions. 
2. Discusses the changing needs for time and space for various 
instructional purposes. 
7. PERFORMS ADMINISTRATIVE DUTIES 
1. Schedules meetings with staff to discuss responsibilities, 
assignments, or changes. 
2. Informs staff of school policies and procedures. 
3. Assigns responsibilities and duties equitably and bases assign­
ments on the skills and capabilities of staff members. 
8. MAINTAINS SCHOOL-COMMUNITY RELATIONS 
1. Interprets school policies and procedures to parents and informs 
them of changes that occur. 
2. Stimulates interest in the school by scheduling and/or attending 
programs and activities. 
9. EVALUATES PUPIL PROGRESS 
1. Evaluates the instructional program by observation in the class. 
2. Discusses student problems or progress with teachers regularly. 
10. SUPERVISES STUDENT PERSONNEL 
1. Keeps students informed of school's goals, policies, and 
activities. 
2. Assists teachers to establish effective relationships with 
individual pupils. 
3. Involves representative students in the work of important school 
activities. 
4. Works with problem students in designing appropriate behavior 
measures — maintains consistent discipline for all. 
